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PREFACE

This report 'represents an ongoing effort in the external evaluation

of the National Teacher Center Pilot Project funded through the Bureau
2

of Educational Program Development of the U.S. Office of Education. This

report, one of a four-volume set based on the work of the Evaluation

Research Center (ERC) at the University of Virginia during fiscal year

1971; deals only with the Bay Area Learning Center in California. The

Teacher Center efforts in Rhode Island and Texas are explored in Volumes

II and III respectively, and a summary of all three projects is contained in

Volume I, completing the four-volume document, Evaluating the Teacher
. s

Center Pilots: The Third Annual Report, 1974-1975.

The contents of this report are divided into four major areas:

1. an up-to-date description of the Bay Area Learning
Center (BA LC) project and its objectives;

2. a description of the methodology used-in conductifig
the survey, including its underlying rationale;

3. the results of the impact survey, broken down according
to educational positions of the respondents and their
school-di'sfricts;

4. a discussion of the results as they relate to the project
objectives.

A more detailed 'display of the survey results oin included in the

appendix4to this re t, the actual tables of computer data from the survey.
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Further information regarding the By A rea,Learning Center can be

obtained from the Evaluation Research Center or from the Bay Area

Learning Center itself.
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CHAPTER 1

BA LC PROJECT DESIGN AND OBJiCTIVES

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the readel. with
a current Land concise description of the Bay Area Learning
Center. This entails first, a network design to illtistrate the
major project compOnents and their interrelationships, and,
second, a series of component descriptions whi6h list in
detail the primary resources and activities of the -project.
The third and last part of the chapter includes the project
objectives themselves.

The information contained in this section is based on
documents collected from the Bay Area Learning Center (BA LC)
and the Evaluation Research Center(ERC). These documents
were carefully reviewed, analyzed and abstracted' by ERC
staff members ira order to produce an accurate description of

:project activities for this report. *

A, PROJECT DESIGN

The' Bay Area Learning Center is a three-diStrict consortium

(a.n Francisco, Oakland and Berkeley) designed to provide and coordinate

staff in-service-training opportunities in an effort to improre the quality

of instruction of urban students. In order to accomplish this goal, BA LC

s organized into three major components. The first'of these is a general

aior sources included: Bay Area Learning Center Activities at the
gather Learnin: Center, Quarterl Resort: Se tember 1, 1974 thrOu h

ember 31, 1974. San Francisco, California; Evaluating the Four
her Center-Pilots, The Second Annual Report, 1973-1974, The Bay

li.14,ea Learning Center, EvaluatideResearch Center, Charlottesville,
\Mi,rginia, August 31, 1974; Letter from John Favors to Malcolm
'IWItaklyus, discussing nee to prioritize goals (C 259 BA LC); Wand

Om memoranda fr BA LQ to constituents throughout the year.

8



management component, "Manage Project, " whose responsibilities

include making policy decisions, maintaining community input, exercising

fiscal responsibilities, evaltiating the project, and coordinating the

activities. The two other basic., components, which provide the bulk of

actual services to the clients, are the coordination of teacher-training

activities, "Coordinate Field-Based Staff De4elopment A ctivities" and

the operation of BA LC programs, "Conduct BA LC Programs". A network

design of these components, depicting their functional interrelationship, is

presented in Figure 1 on the following page.

To coordinate training activities, BA LC provides four independent

teacher-training centers with additional funding and management support.

These centers are: (1) the Staff Development Center (SDC) in Berkeley;

(2) the Teacher Learning, Center (TLC) in San Francisco; (3) the Student

and Teacher Access to Resources and Training Center (START) in

Oakland; and (4) the Shelter Institute, also in Oakland. The Bay Area

Learning Center funds the full salary for one coordinator or director of

the first three district projects, and totally the staff development activities

of the'Shelter Institute with funds secured from a private grant. Repre-

sentatives of these field-based prog#ams meet regularly with the BA LC

director and assistant director. This tri-district interaction helps. t

eliminate duplication of training activities among the districts, to entify

opportunities for new areas of staff development, and to keep ally members

up-to-date on current training activities. This group also se ves to put

2
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into operation the plans that are made by The advisory board.

Besides coordinating the fforts of the SDC, TLC, START Center,

and Shelter Institute, the Bay Area Learning Center also operates three

of is own programs, including,a bachelors of arts degree program in

conjunction with California State University at Hayward, a masters of

arts degree program in conjunction with the Institute for ProfeSsional

Development and the University'of San Francisco, and a series of tri-

district inhservice-training programS% Brief narratives describing the

individual subcomponents included in this network are listed below. The

numerical notations match those in ate network design.

1.0 Manage Project
1

The fuil-tirrie Management of the Bay AreQ. Learning Center project

consists of a project director and an assistant project director. These

two individuals coordinate, all Teacher Center. efforts, and work closely

'with the board of directors, and advisory bdard.

1/41,

1.1 - Make Policy Decisions (Board of Directors)

The board of directors is made up of foThr members; the superin-
)

tendents of the\Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco schoOl districts,

and the BA LC project director. This board meets at regularly- ,

scheduled times to consider the recommendations made by the advisory

board, and to deal with other areas of the collaborative process among

the three school districts. Its prime responsibility is to review and

approve policies, budget, program, and staffing of the BALC'as

4



V

*recommended by the-I3A LC director and the advisory board.: This
,

involvement of theSe,top-level school adrnitiistrators helps facilitate

1.(7 efforts within theloCal districts.
,

1., 7 Maintain Community Involvement (Advisory lioa.H),

The advisory board Consists of twelve representatives from each
:.

school district who nave bean appointed by their respective sUperin:'

tendents. The beard attempts to maintain a balance to reflect the

ethnic 'composition of .the tri-district area, while at the same time
,.

representing the co'heerns Of the community, students, teachers, and

a`d,iiiinistrators. Responsibilities of the board include participa.tiOn

in regularly scheduled meetings, development of the project design,.
preparation of the annual budget, monitoring of the program's pi-ogress,

monitoring the budget as it relates to program, development, formulation
9of goals and objectives based on needs assessment, and reflecting

concerns of their respective groups as they relat(; to .a11-13A LC activities.,

1 Exercise 'fiscal Responsibility (Oakland Unified School District)
, .

The Oakland Unified School District serves as the legal agency for

the local education authority (LEA) for the BALC project. Although

' 'final approval of fisbal and programmatic proeedures,lies within the

jurisdiction of the Oakland, Superintendent's Cabinet, it` must be

remembered that oalclanCl's superiniend.ent seiwesas
4
one of the members

of the board of directors, thus allowing for considerable input from.

other consortium members. All'§pecified services, contracts, and

/r

)



,4 supplies are purchased by the Oakland Board of Education and dis-

persed across tile three districts.

Coordinate and (,;valuate Activities a

The Major resPonsibility for coordinating and evaluating all the

activities within'BALC falls with the project director sand' assistant

director. The project director -.is responsible for the overall super-

vision of the total . "oCt. This includes office management, coor-
. , AMP

dinating board of 'rectors and advisory board nieetings, preparation

Of the budget, and the supervision of any other programmatic

inyolverhents, such as. needs assessment and evaluation. The assistant

director is Primarily respon).404 program development and the
11

supervision of evaluation.

2. 0 - Coordinate Field-Based StaffDeNelOpment

As pointed out earlier, BA'LC provides sorrie'financial and planning

support to each of the four field-based Teacher Centers, although the 4
, t

4responsibility for, their' actual operations rests totally with their individual

staffs. BA LC, in turn, depends tipOn thq di$tricts for facilities and fispal

support of the district staff.

2.1 - 'Operate START Center, .Oakland Unified School District

The'STA'RT Center is located in the Laney College fadility owned,.

by the Oakland Unified School District. It is managed by a team of

consultants who are full-turke certified employees of the district. BA LC

funds only one full-time positron the START Center, and thiS person

61 3
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is under the direct supervisiOn of the START consultant-managers.

At present, the center sponsors a number of programs, one of which

is the 'reacher Shelter. This is an activity which w.as formerly located

in San Francisco under the name of the Teacher Active Learning Center.

Other programs include a Guided Self-Analysis Leadership Labgratory

for4,a:dministratOrs, and an ongoing Teacher Emphasis series. These

programs are partially or totally funded by the Bay Area Learning

Centen. In addition, Oaklnad's Media Center is housed in the START

facility, along with a preschool program;.sa curriculuM display section,

the Art Magnet for kindergarten through third=gade students, and the
,

_

Renaissan.ce School ,for"§eventh thi.dugri,tenth-grade
`_.

. Although START collaborates with BA LC in the developmetit-of5.,

program, not all of the programs are ,funded by BA LC, nor do all

originate from the collaborative procest Some originate from within

the district and are totally funded by Oakland. Examples of these

programs i)elude extension courses offered through California State

University at Hayward, Laney College and Holy Name.College...., . - . _ ... -
Needs assessment is a continuing process practiced by the START

.,, - ,
,..,

Center staff. At the outset of each program,. participants -are; given

needs assessment questionnaires, and, when filling them out, are
.

-encouraged to specify their individual needs, From the comments

"'Made on these questionnaires, the START Center staff is able td plan

productive training sessions tO,,,address these needs. When applicable,

these needs assessments are made on a tri-district basis. Some
4 F

7
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-;
activities are open-to aile.tri-district'persinel, and. serve the needs

:.
.

-of the Oakland districeleicclusively. " .; 5 -
;:' :

.

2.2 - Operate Teacher Learning Center .(TLC) - SatyPrkhcisco ,

. Unified School Disthict . , -!/ -' .

The TLC is located N;kithinthe San:Francisco School District to
t

provide space for teachers t6. congregate for in:serviceptaff training,-. .,
materials development, viewing new materials, discussing new/curriculum

ideas, and for a variety of Other. related activities:' /The :CenteriS open ..
five days a week, and sometimes; far speciarprOkram's, iDit-S'aturday.

.
Its staff consists of a full-time coordinator funded by BALC, and fiye

additid.rral certified employees funded biihedistrici: TLC
- . ,

.
programs include workshops pp: v.alyedlaisification, early childhood

s.. S ..

basic skills, multicultural studies and a variety atothers too numerous

list. .61 ."

..----------; . ,, .-. .

- 2.7.2-'1: '----Cifinduct-Siaff.1)6velopnieiiV.Center (SDC) -1frerkeley Unified
'School:District. ,, .. . .,. .

,,
.. . .,

. .
. -....,.. .

..The StC is an i,ntegial paFt pf.;the filaff AeviOptile,nt.ilrogram of the
1.... 4. ' -.' : 7 :' - ; ..- '''..- : -' ; f;--,/,. f

;

.

:

% rerkieley/UnifiedSchOof.pltiiifr. A?n't4e district's orga)aization chart:
. . .i.' .4 4. . Nit-is plaeffUrder the,s-Oer,visibn of the assistant superintendent of ; .

. -.;.- .,... - '--..--_-,--- -.....,., , .. -

. .

"

.
..",ki;:*-* , 4 -instr.liClion. BA LC !s. relationship with the SDC is legally...determined.-:-.:-.--. -:.- ',, ..- 4( ''.4: . . t

'''''' ;"..-.1?:- ct-.0r4ctuar j:trranepriientb- etweeti Berekely and Okkland, its fiscal:,:-*:, '-: ..-- - --,-" . . ...tit: . 1 . . .
..:: '''' ,__, . . .- .,-....gr-ent.;',:fne4-contractual aFraingernents provide the legal basiis for I:.

. .; .., : ' , ,,, - ...:''tlaharindQfP resources acroi th.Ode districts to it BA LC provides"-...0,...'.1,. .,...--1. . .,.. ,. 'a .
. . ..

i
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: a
i7 . i
V :
I' . '. ,I
; 1 ' 4
's

pr-+4.441-,4 0



I-

/. °. /""
Once staff developineht Tje'eds.have heen-identified by the districts,. : . -' -,,.

they are relayed to thp:Statf:Dei7elopnl'eht.C.enter. In cooperation with
--

RA LC, the center dete,rrilitie(apiFciiiriati.: trtftifef_Tic:ii,:and resources
... . . -

for addressing tbcse-neeas,. *SOCha.S,trafned-a:c-adre of organizational/. ,".. .
specialists who wdrk directly with; the schools and contract adminis-

..

tratori: in addition, °;a.,tearp-Of staff associates' has been trained to
.

assist with mediaself:;ana.lysis. .
. . .

2. 4 - Conduct Shelter InM.ifute,;.4.otivities
,

This institute is differefit fro)n the other centers in this component
,

in that its Tundingi's wholly supplied through the Carnegie Corporation
.

of New yo,rk. The Oakland Unified School District entered into a
/.-

contract witIthe institute to implement training research and disseminate

rkaterials related to' Ma 4gement Skill and the High School Principal.

The project staff worki directly with indivldual principals to reduce
. .

sil.ki'cal problems. This initial group .of principals will also be trained

in executive effectiveness, social a d political information as guidelines,

and utilization and leadership. ring, the initial development period,

the project staff serves as cons tantg. The ultimate goal is to provide

peer training to other principals, with the first group of trainees

becoming the trainers.

3, 0 - Conduct BA LC Programs

In addition to working closely with the four otheltenters, BA LC

also conducted several other programs. -These programs included a



4

series of tri-district in-service workshops, an undergraduate degree

program, and a masters' degree program in teacher preparation.

- Conduct Tri-district Training Workshops

BA LC offers a series of in-service-fraining workshops to adminis-

trators and teachers throughout the three district consortium. Emphasis

for each of these workshops was placed not only on the in-service

training, but to a large' extent on the tri-district involvement in planning

the workshops. There were five specific workshops held during fiscal

year (FY) 1975: (1) Summer '74 Staff In- Service, We're Getting

Together to Get It Together; (2) Tri-District Administrative Seminars

1975; (3) National_Trend with California Blend; (4) Special Education;

and (5) Emergent Alternatives in Early Childhood and Education,

Expanding Schobl /Community Relations. Tri-district planning committees

were convened to incorporate as much input as possible from, local

constituents so that the workshops would be closely related to the real

needs existing within the consortium. (Results of these planning sessions

can be obtained from the project. ) Besides having input into the workshop-

planning stage,. participant reaction to individual-training sessions was

elicited and used to improve future training sessions. This continual

participant involvement served as an incentive for local teachers and

administrators to join in the workshops. Other incentives were 'graduate

credit and professional growth credits. The majority of the trainers

_were from the local districts and were fully supported by the BA LC.

10
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3. 2 - Conduct BA LC Undergraduate. Program

BA LC provides an undergraduate degree from California State

University at Hayward which offers a wide variety,of courses at the

START Center for upper division undergraduates. BA LC's involvement
A /

. , N.,,,

includes the conducting of needs assessment activities and the providing

of individual counseling for those students inte'ested in entering the

rogram and for those already enrolled. Thy: students:pay regular

u versity fees, and are considered regular resident students. The

fa ulty is supplied by the university. The Oakland public school system

provides the off-campus site at a cost to the university of 'five dollars
11'

per lass session.

_ . 3..3 - nduct BA LC Masters Pro ram

BA C and the Institute for Professional Development, in cooperation

with the University of San Francisco, offered a masters program

specifics ly designed for working teachers and other school piofessionals.
-;

..during the spring and fall semesters of 1975. Its focus is directly tied

to its stude .rofessional assignments, and the instruction is provided

on the basis of the diagnosed needs of the students as they carry out

theirimasters project. The University of San Fradcisco supplied

resident or adjunct faculty fOr the program.

13. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

The preceding discussion gives a general description of how the

11

18
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.

Bay Area Learning Center program is organized to carry out its objectives.

There are six program objectives:

1. establishment of open lines for communication for
organized strategies and collaborative program
development between the board of directors, advisory
board, and program directors and coordinators;

2. interdistrict participation, on a regular bails, by
staff members (Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco)
in as many BA LC activities as desired'at either or
both of the staff development centers (TLC in San
Francisco and START in Oakland);

3. to minimize the duplication of services in the three
districts;

4. the union and involvement of parents, classroom
teachers and supportive district staff (administrators,
auxiliary personnel, skilled specialists, paraprofessionals,
volunteers) in program deVelopment to meet the needs
of individual districts, schools and pupils;

5, to maximize the mileage received from innovative
resources and to conserve available fiscal resources;

..

, .
6. to develop a staff development model that can be

replicateqin other areas of the state and nation. '

J
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CHA PTER 2

THE IMPACT SURVEY

A. RA TIONA LE

This investigation is part of a continuing effort on the part of the

Evaluation Resear.Ch center at the University of Virginia, in conjunction

/-with the National Consortium for Teacher Center directors, to evaluate

the results of these projects',and use the information gained to generate

application models of a Teacher Center. During the early part of fiscal

year 1975, ERC staff members met with the consortium and formulated

plans for gathering data in each of the-sites, Texas, Rhode Island and

The Bay Area in California. Each project director was asked to supply

a list of priorities for the purpose of evaluation. On the basis of these

priorities and other data available to ERC, the specific aspects of the

impact survey were determined.

The following components were listed as.priorities by the project

director of the Bay Area Learning Center:

'1. Organizational structure of BA LC (collaborative process);

2. BA LC innovative programs (delivering skills to teachgrs);

3. Teacher Learning Center/Student and Teacher Access
to Resources and Training 'Center;

4. Staff Development Center.

These priorities, in conjunction with those submitted by Rhode

13 /0
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Island and Texas,, provided an overall list of the types o impact one

could expect from a Teacher Center. -From the total li , specific

components were selected for investigation in each site: ,,a, comprehensive 6,

'list of components and their priority is available from each of the sites.

In the Bay Area, objective 2 and objective 3 (the impact of BA LC
,

innovative programs, and the impact of the sriver Center were selected:-

Thes two components are related to two basic objectives hosen from

the c plete list given in Chapter 1. They are: objective , "Inter7

districk participation in BA LC activities..." and objective 4, "Involvement

of parents, ,teachers, staff, etc., in program development in meeting

the needs of districts, schools and pupils..." The survey'at\tempted to

answer the following two questions: Did the 13a.y.Area Learning Center
04 I

and Student and Teacher Access.to Resources and Training Center meet

the two objectives? and Was there a change in responses to the impact

+survey from FY '74 to FY- '75?

In order to answer thede questions, a series of items was developed

that address specific aspects of the objectives. What follows is a list

of attendant variables as they relate to the two objectives.

4

Oa'Objective 2 Irxterdistrict participation on a regular basis by
staff members (Berkeley,' Oakland, and San
Francisco) in as many BA LC activities as desired
at either of the Staff Development Centers:

, use of BA LC in-serVice training,. needs assessment,
educational consultants, and other &ICC services;.

use of TLC in-service training, curriculum library,
educational consultants, needs assessment and'other
TLC services; .

14
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d

. of START educatidnal resources, in-service ...-

,,, Cher-training, ,teducatiOnal, consultants, informatibn .
'

( pemination, and other ser\rices; ,
t

0
of SDC An-service training, educational consultants,

assessment, and other SDC services;
. ; C

,,, 6 .Part ifmtion in specific workshops offered by BAL,0 ,
ancVs ART and in other workshops; ,

1

extent p which presentations were rated effective and.
dials c training sessions were achieved; °

perception of quality of material;

need of more training in same area and in some other

04extentlitol which practices learned weice itemplemented,
ancliii°141-iich communications between districts have
been facilitated; and greater awareness of other' in=

areq

serjvipp Waining programs.

Objective 4 -; 'Whe union and involvement of parents, classroom
ieachers, supportive district staff (administrators,
auxiliary personnel, skilled specialists, para-
professional volunteers, etc.) in program develop- ,

ment to meet the needs of individual districts,
schools and pupils:

4

planning of BA LC and START training sessions;

extent to which individual input was included in Nanning;

extent to whiCh tr. i-district/district planning was effective;

extent to which individuals were better prepared to :}plan
staff development activities;

extent to which training addressed

-Nastidentification of need or problem,
subsequent to training.

15

some need or problem;
4.

and existence of same
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13. METHODOLOGY

Samplescriptions:.

BA LC

e

A quota sample was selected, including eight schools from Berkeley,

seven ichbols from San Francisco,-
of which had at least four teachers

and five schools from Oakland, each

and administrators who liad partici-
4

pated in some form of BA LC service. This participation was determined
''' .

by analysis of attendance sheets maintained by BA LC. From these schools,

respondents to the survey were selected on the basis of their prior parti-

cipation in some BA LC service and their availability at, the time of the

interview. In addition to school-building personnel, district administrators
----

who had participated in BA LC activities were randomly selected as

respondents. The BALC sample actually included forty-four educators

from Berkeley, thirty-one from Oakland and thirty-two from San Francisco.

Broken by educational position, the sample included twenty -four district

or central administrators, eleven building administrators, forty-four

- elementary schoolteachers, twenty secondary schoolteachers and eight
,

"othefr' educator's.

START Center

. A quota sample of ten schools in Oakland was selected on the basis

of each having at least four teachers and administrators who had parti-

cipated in START activities. It'should be noted that these were different

from the schools seleCted in the BA LC sample. From within these. schools,

- 16
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teachers and were chosen on the basis of their previous

START participation and availability at the time to the interview. A
I

total of thirteen building administrators, twenty-one elementary school-
.....,..- .. -' .. .

teachers, eleven:secondary schoolteachers and five "other" educators
,

-.

were interviewed.

. -
Method for Both BA LC and START: :

444

The interviews for both BA LC and START were conducted during

the week of April 28 - May 2 by two trained interviewers. The procedure
,.)

entailed first contacting the school by telephone to obtain cooperation

in arranging a date for the interviews. This was followed up by a

confirmation letter written to the person contacted on the telephone. In

addition, a phone call was made to the schools on the day of the intexlriews

in order to help both the interviewer and interviewee Nei) as close to

schedule as possible.

The survey was administered in a group setting to teachers and

administrators within, each school. The interviewers guided the groups

through the survey by reading each of the questions, and, when necessary,
..

making clarifying comments. The survey was taken from central admin-

istrators on ,an individual basis. At the end of each day, the data were

coded on digital coding forms. When all the data were coded, the result

was forwarded to the Evaluation Research Center for analysis .and

interpretation.

.
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C. RESULTS

This section is divided into two parts: a summary
of the data from the BA LC survey; and a summary of the
data from the START Center survey. The information is
presented according to the individual items on the respective
survey instruments. A copy of the questionnaires can be
found in Appendix A of this document. The actual data
tables are contained'in Appendix B and are also referenced
by item number. . d

BAY AREA LEARNING CENTER (BALC)

Item 1 "Within the Bay Area wool districts is an organization
known as the Bay Area, Learning Center. Are you
familiar with this organization?" [Appendix B-1)

This first question asked of all the edueators surveyed within the

three districts concerned their awareness of the BA LC organization.
Al

Results showed that 81 percent of the educators were aware of the Bay
,

Area Learning Center. Awateness ranged from 64 percent in Berkeley

to 07 percent in Oakland. Viewed across-educational positions, the

extent of awareness ranged from 40 percent of the secondary schoolteachers,

to 100 percent of the central administratOrs. Over 84 percent of the
0. elementary schoolteachers, building administrators and "other" educators

said they were .ware of BA LC.
1

f
Last year's survey (FY '74) indicated that*Q74 percent of e edu tors\

samplsampled were aware of BA LC. Across districts, the figures were:ed

Berkeley; 70 percent in San-Francisco; and 89 percent in

Oakland. According to positions of educators, the awareness of BA LC

1

64 .'

ranged.from 56 percent for the secondary schoolteachers to 73 percent.
--____----

I
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of the elementary schoolteachers and 100 percent of the building adminis-

trators. In comparing last year's data with those of thig year, a general
0,

increase in awareness of BA LC exists in Oakland and San FranciSco, itt

not in Berkeley.

Item,2 "Are you aware that BA LC is a collaborative arrangement
among three districts organized to provide,educational
services for Berkeley, Oakland and San Franoisco?,"

[Appendix B-2]

Seventy-four percent of the respondents indicated that they were

aware that BA LC was a collaborative arrangement Among three districts.

Awareness ranged from 54 percent of the edwators in Berkeley to 94

percent of the educators in, Oakland, ;.n/d, frt. 30 percent of the secondary
0

schoolteachers from the three districts to 100"perAnt of the central

administrators. Affirmative answers were given by 73 percent of the

elementary schoolteachers, 88 perCent of the. "otber" educators and 91
4.41

percent of the building administrators.

Item 3 - "BA LC provides the following types of services. Indicate
with a check the ones of which you are aware and rate
the extent to which you have used the services provided...
(a) In-Service Training; (b) Needs Assessment; (c)
Educational Consultants; and (d) Other Services."

[Appendix B73 - B-61

The Bay Area Learning Center offered a variety of'services to

educators, including in-service training, needs assessment, and

educational consultants. This series of questions addresses two problems:

first, whether Bay Area educators were aware of these services; and

second, the extent to which these different services were perceived as

19
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being used. 41,

In-service Training. (3,-a)" A total of 69 percent of the sample

reported that they, Were aware that BA LC offered in-service training.

This figure ranged from 49 percent of the educators-in Berkeley to 94

. pertent of those questioned in Oakland. Across educational positions,

the percentages were as-follows: 20 percent of the secondary schoolteachers,

67 peicent of the elementary schoolteachers, 75 percent of the ukther"

educators, 9/ percent of the building administrators, and 100 percent of

the central administrators. When .asked to rate the use of this service

on a five - pointy scale .(1. signifying "none, to 5 signifying "very much"),

the overall mean or average across districtS was 2.6, with a standard

deviation of1.5. Actual averages were 1.9 in Berkeley, 2.7 in San

,Francisco, and 3.4 in'Oakland. By position, the scores ranged from

3.9 f the central administrators ,to 2.5 of the elementary_ schoolteachers,

2. for "other" educators to 1.5 for-building administrators and secondary

schoolteachers.,c Needs Assessment. (3-b) Approximately 40 percent of the sample

responded that they were aware that BALC provided needs assessment
..

services. There Was very little difference across-districts in the

awareness; although considerable variation existed according to the

psoitjonst of the-e ducators.. These scores ranged from zero percent of

the "oihefC' group to 15 percent of the secondary schoolteachers, 37 percent

of the elem. entary schdolteachers to approximately 65 percent of the
`,f

administrator,s. The Overall rating of use of the needs assessment
r F

.

e
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service was a mean of 1.5, with a standard deviation of .9, indicating

that, in general, the sample felt that they used this service between

"little" and "not at all." The usage rating of this service varied little

acro districts and across positions.

educators tO.. 2, 1. 3, 1.4 and 2. 0 for

The range was from 1 for "other"

secondary schoolteachers, building

administrators, elementary schoolteachers, and ceniral administrators,

respectively.

Educational Consultants. (3-c) Fifty-nine percent of the educators .
,
..
.
t

responded that they were' aware that BA LC, had educational consultants. F _,.
This ranged from 46 percept of those polled in Berkeley to 62 percent in

k

r.
: t

San Francisco and 74 percent in Oakland. Awareness ranged from approx-..;

imately 14 percent of the "other" educators and secondary schoolteachers;
t:,.t

;. . :' ,- ., t s',

82 percent of the building administrators end 92 'percent of the central
. - ,* . -,:

'administrators. Usage ratings ranged from 1. 6 in Berkeley to .2 in , ..,.v. .1

\

. -1"
. 4 ,
.

NN San FAncisco.and 2.7 in Oakland, with an overall average of and a ., .. \
1. ,,,..:. . \

. '-'.1 \,. '.

standard deviation of 1. 3. Secondary schoolteachers and the "other"

group-indicated practically no use, 1.1, "little use" for elementary

schoolteachers and building adininistratOrs, 1.0, and between "some

use and "much use'', 3. 6, for central administrators.

Other Services. (3-d) .Twenty percent of the eduOators polled

indicated that they were aware Sof other services offered by BA LC.

Several of the services specified-intlude-degree programs, assistance

in the construction of materials, funding for special programs, librapy

services, and a variety of other service4,that could be classified as
I
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:,:' "1 either tgi'n-serVi,ce. or use .of'eonsultants. " Awareness of these services
VI ; /.- ..i ., . .

,

1,1 / ' ' ' .
. . r n fi-om 9 ner p e nt of those'in Berkeley to 19 pereent in San F.ncisco,i 5- .

/ .- /nOteht in Oakland. According:to position of respondents, the
7

*.

and

range was from zero percent of the ."other" educators to 5 perCent of the =:

secondary Schoolteachers 21..peirC,e'nt of the elementary schoolteachers, 27
. "t 7

Percent of the building aclm,iniit4tors, and 38 percent of the central:.
e .

administrators. Usage.a.these other services was rated from 1.3 in
-x;

Berkeley to-1.5 in San Francisco and 1.9 in Oakland. .For the whole

sample, the overall average was 1.5, with a standard devAttion of 1.2,

which indicates very little, if any, use of other services'hici'oss districts.
4' --
.4 *:"

These results were generally consistent with the findings %erfaSsfipeSitions,

with the exception of central adrikinistrators, who averaged

Item 4 "Think of the BA LC services you have actually used .and
write.their names below. Please indieate for each one
the changes you have made in your teaching or administrative
style, approach, methods or materials as a result,..of that
service. Please list any plans, proposals,' programs, or
other documents you proaued as a result of utilizing each .

BA LC service."

In-Service Training. Forty-five respondents indicated outcomes .

or r'"ults of in- service training. These outcomes included knowledge

of techniques that could be used in the classroom, development of

materials, knowledge about .different cultures, awareness of educational
:. .
1. .

needs of the handicapped; and increased ability of classroom teachers
I.

. e. .. - /
, .s. . .;

to iliagnose W d Wo:4.m.rith children with learning disabilities.

'Needs ASSeSsmArite.'.' Two respondents indicated outcomes for this

22
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service, both were described as help in writing needs.

Consultants. Thirteen respondents specified outcome for con-

sultants. These included a greater awareness of multi-ethnic composition

of the district and the development of a monitoring system to assist with

ongoing evaluations and help with psycho-motor problems within the

classroom.

Item 5 (a-c). "Within,BA LC there are several related organizations
including the Teacher Learning Center (TLC - San
Francisco), Student & Teacher Access to Resources
and Training (START - Oakland), and the Staff
Development Center (SDC - Berkeley). Are you
familiar with any of theseorganizations?"

[Appendix B-7 to B-9)

teacher Learning Center (item 5-a). [Appendix B-10 Lo B-141

This set of items was designed to elicit the extent to which educators

were aware of anforganization within the Bay Area known as the Teacher

Learning Center. A series of specific questions was also posed to deter-
-
."..

minesawareness and use of specific se` wices offered by the TLC (item 6).

Educators*surveyed across districts indicated considerable differences in.

awareness of the,TLC. Percentages of awareness varied from 42 percent

of the educators ih'Oakland s.nd 48 percent of those in Berkeley to 94

percent_in San Francisco, with an overall-percentage of 60 percent. With

regard to positions, the result ranged from 35 percent of the secondary

schoolteachers to 54percent ofahe building administrators, 63 percent
1

of the "other" educators and ele.mentary schoolteachers and 75 percent

of the central administrators. ..

23



Data gathered in the 1974 impact survey showed that 56 percent

of the total sample were aware of TLC. This ranged from 32 percent

in Berkeley to 38 percent in Oakland and 100 percent in San Francisco.

With regard to specific educational positions, awareness ranged from 64

percent of the building administrators to 38 percent of the elementary

schoolteachers and 11 percent of the secondary s oolteachers. Compar-

ison of data from the two impact surveys indicts an increase in aware-

ness of TLC of about 4 percent this year over last. This increase was

noted in Oakland and Berkeley, with a decrease reported in San Fransisco.

A ccording to positions, there was an increase among building administrators
and a decrease among secondary schoolteachers.

Item 6. "TLC provides the following kindsof service. Indicate
with a check the one(s) of which you are aware and
rate the extent to which you have used the services
provided by TLC."

In-Service Training (item 6-a). A total of 52 percent of those

surveyed responded that they were Aware of the TLC's in-service training

program. Broken down, these figures ranged from 88 percent of the

educators in San Francisco to 3q percent in Berkeley and 32 percent in

Oakland. .Across positions, the range of awareness was from 20 percent

of the secondary schoolteachers to 75 percent of the central administrators,

With "other" educators, 38 percent, building administrators, 46 percent,

and elementary schoolteachers 56 pei-cent:

Numerical order for the following items was abandoned to follow
specific subject lines (that is, all items dealing with TLC, 5-a, 6-a to e,are discussed together).
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The ratings for use of TLC in- service training ranged from 1.3

in Berkeley to 2.9 in San Francisco, with an overall mean of 1.9 and

standard deviation of 1.4. Across positions, the range was from 1.2

for building administrators and secondary schoolteachers to 1.4 for

"other" educators, 2.2 for elementary schoolteachers and 2.5 for

central administrators.

Curriculum Library (item 6-b). The TLC provided ,educators in

the Bay Area with a library of curriculum materials. The results of

the survey show* that 45 percent of the respondents sampled were aware

of that service. This ranged from 75 percent of the respondents sampled

in San Francisco to approximately 30 percent in the other districts.

Group figures were 12 percent of the "other" group, 15 percent of the

secondary schoolteachers, 46 percent of the lementary schoolteachers

and building administrators, and 75 perdent of the central administrators.

As regards the use of this library, the overall ratings ranged from

1.2 in Berkeley to 1.9 in Oakland and 2.6 in San Francisco, with an

overall mean of 1.9 and standard deviation of 1.3. By position, the range

was from approxiMately 1.2 for building administrators, secondary school-

teachers and "others" to 2.5 for central administrators. The elenien-

tary schoolteachers indicated 'that they. had used the service very little,

2.0.

Educationb.-1 Consultants (item/ 6 -c). A total of 40 perc'ent Of the

educators sampled indicated that they were aware that TLC provided

. 25
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educational consultants. This figure ranged from 78 percent' of those

polled in an Francisco to 29 percent in Oakland and 19 percent' in

Berkeley. Ratings of the use of this service showetha.n overall mean of

1.7, with a standard deviation of 1.3. Figures were ?. 5 for-San Francisco,

1.7 for Oakland and. l.1 for Berkeley. By position, 70 percent of the
. 4central administrators were aware of the service, 12 percent of the "others!'

Usage ratings for these groups were 2.6 for the central administrator's,

1.2 for building administrators, 1.8 for elementary schoolteachers, 1.1 for

secondary schoolteachers, and 1.2 for "other" educators.

Needs Assessment (item 6-d). Approximately 28 percent of the

educators surveyed indicated that they were aware that TLC...provided

needs assessment. This ranged from about 18 perc'ent 'in Berkeley and

Oakland to 50 percent of the respondents in San Francisco, and from zero,

percent of the "other" educators to 62 percent of the central administrators,

with 2 percent for building administrators, 23 percent for elementary

schoolteachers and 5 percent for secondary schoolteachers. The usage

rating of this service was an overall 1.3, with a standard deviation of .8,

ranging from. l. 0 in Berkeley to 1.7 in San Francisco and from 1.0 for

building administrators and secondary schoolteachers to 1. 6 for central

administrators. The rating was 1.3 for elementary schoolteachers and 1.1

for "other" educators.

Other Services (itein 6-e). These `services include space for

meetings, developmek of materials, staff development for community

.
41*

,
1
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volunteers, community services, multi-ethnic programs, and children's

,.. (lay field-trips. A total of 20 percent of the sample indicated that they-,

were aware of other services offered by the TLC. This ranged from

7 Percent in Berkeley and 19 percent in Oakland to 41 percent in San

Francisco. With regard to respondents' positions, the scores went from

10 percent of the "other" educators to 33 percent of the central adminis-

trators, 18 percent of the building administrators and elementary school-

teachers, and 10 percent of the secondary schoolteachers. When asked

to rate the use of these other services, the general average across all

groups (was 1.3 on a five point scale ("no use" to "a great deal of use"),

shOwing that practically no use at all was made of these Services, with

the exception of San Francisco educators, 1.7, central administrators,

1.8, and "other" educators, 2.1, or "little use."
.

START Center (item.5-b). [Appendix B-15 to B-19]

The next set of questions, deals with the START Center.. First, the

question of awareness of START in the three districts was surveyed.

Fifty-four percent of the educators agreed that" they were aware of START.

This ranged from 34 percent of the respondents in San Francisco to 43

percent of those in Berkeley and 90 percent in Oakland.' According to

positions, the figures were 96 percent for central administrators, 54

percent for building administrators, 50 percent for elementary school-

teachers and "other" educators, and 15 percent for secondary school-

teachers.
...
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Last year's, data shOwed that.45 percent ofithe sample was aware

of the nART Center. This ranged from 33 percent of 'the secondary

schoolteachers to 42 percent of the elementary schoolteachers and 71

percent of the building administrators. A cross districts, the percentages
44,

Of awareness of START were 98 percent for Oakland, 28 percent for

Berkeley and 11 percent for San Francisco. Comparison of the two years'

results indicate a general increase across all districts and position's of

9 percent.

Item 7 (ate). "START provides the following kinds of service.
Indicate with a check the one(s) of which you
are aware and rate the extent to which you have
used the services provided by START."

Educational Resources (item 7-a).' The first specific START

service surveyed was the availability of educational resources at the

START Center. Educators' awareness ranged from 28 percent of those

surveyed in -San Francisco to 37 percent in Berkeley and 94 percent in

Oakland, resulting in an average 51 percent. According to educational

positions, the awareness ranged from 96 percent for central administrators,

62 percent for "other" educators, 54 percent for building administrators,

44 percent for elementary schoolteachers, to 5.percent for all the

secondary schoolteachers surveyed.

Perdeptions of usage of these START educational resources range

prom about 1.3 on a five-point scale in Berkeley and San Francisco, to

3.8 in Oakland. The overall average was 2.1, with a standard deviation

of 1.6. According to position, the ratings were 1.2 for secondary schoolteachers

.28



1.4 for building administrators, 2.1 for elementary schoolteacher's and

"others", and 2. 7 for central administrators.
C.

In-Service-Teacher Training (item 7-b). The second aspect of

START services surveyed was the in-service training offerings. A

total of 49 percent of the educators sampled were aware. that START

offered in-service trai ning. This figure ranged from 31 percent in San

Francisco-to 35 percent in Berkeley and 87 percent in Oakland. By

O

.

positions, the figures were 100 percent for central administrators, 54 'per-

cent for building administrators, 50 percent for "other" educators, 42-percent

for elementary schoolteachers, and zero percent for secondary school-.
teachers.

A s far as actual use of the in-service services of START, the overall

average for all respondents was 2.0 on the five-point scale, indicating
r

"little use, " with a standard deviation of 1.5, which means a positively

skewed distribution with considerable variation. The mean by districts

ranged from 3.4 in Oakland to about 1.5 in both San Francisco and Berkeley.

With regard to position, the ratings were from 1.0 for secondary school-
.

teachers, 1. 3 for building administrators, and 1. 6 for "other" educators, to

2.2 for elementary schoolteachers and 3.0 for central administrators.

r Educational Consultants (item 7-c). In addition to offering in-

service training and educational resource, the START Center provided.

educational consultants to help educators with any problems whicli might

arise during the year.. Approximately 42 ,percent of the total sample were

29
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aware of the consultants' existence. This figure ranged from 28 percent

in Berkeley and San Francisco to 74 percent in Oakland. Computed by

positions, the results ranged from 5, percent of the secondary schoolteachers

to 92 percent of the central administrators. Figures for the other groups

were 26 percent for elementary schoolteachers, 38 percent for the' "other"

educators and 54 percent for building administrators.

'The .estimated use of consultants ranged from almost none, 1.3, ill
i

San Francisco and Berkeley, to some, 2.8, in Oakland. The overall

average for this service was 2.0 with a standard--deviation of 1. 3. By

positions, figures ranged from 1. 0 for secondary schoolteachers, 1.1 for

bu,ilding administrators, 1. 3 for "other" educators to 1. frfor elementary

schoolteachers and 2.7 for central administrators.

J.

Information Dissemination (START Calendar) (item. 7-d); The

START Center provided an information dissemination service to local

educators. Forty-four percent of the educators surveyed were aware of
?5

\
this service ranging from 19 percent of those in San Francisco to 28

percent in Berkeley and 90.15ercent in Oakland. A cross occupations, the
r

results ranged from zero percent for secondary schoolteachers to 83

pe.i.cerit for central administrators. Among the other groups, percentages

of recognition were 54 percent for the 15uildipg adininibtrators, 50 percent

for "other" educators and 35 percent for the elementary schoolteachers. a.

When asked if they actually used the info.rmation dissemination

service, the sample's responses averaged 2.0, with a standard deviation

..

,

a
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of 1.5. This ranged from 1.2 in San Francisco to 1 '5:An Berkeley and

3.5 in Oakland. By occupation, the range was froni.l.i,for secondary

schoolteachers to 1. 7 for building administrators,- 2. 0-fOr elementary

schoolteachers, 2.1 for "other" educators, and 2.5 for central adminis.--

trator,.

Other Services (item 7-e). Finally, the educators polled were
9

asked if they were aware of any other services besides the ones listed

in items 7-a thro gh 7-d. If they were aware of any such services, they

were then asked to what extent they had used these services. A total of

11 percent of the respondents indicated that they were aware of some

other services. A 'partial list includes community volunteers for workshops,

in-service training for teacher-assistants, and library. Figures for

districts were about 4 percent in San Francisco and Berkeley, 29 percent

in Oakland. By position, the figures were zero percent for the secondary

schoolteachers and building adrnitiistr'ators, 7 percent for elementary

Schoolteachers 'and 25 percent for central administratoi.s.

The amount gf use of these other services was minimal, ranging

om 1.1 of the sample in Berkeley and San Fra.ricisco to 2.1 of those in

Oakland. With regard to po,sition, only the central administrators and

"other" educators reported above 1.5 on the usage scale 1.7 and 2. 0

respectively. Building admihistrators'and secondary schoolteachers

indicated no 'use at all, with elementary schoolteachers rating betWeen

"made no use..." and "made little use... "
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Staff Development Center (SDC) (item 5-c). [Appendix B-20 to 13 -261

This next series of queStions dealt with the third BA LC organization

surveyed, the Staff Develcipment Center (SDC), centered in Berkeley.

Approximately .30 percent of the educators sampled were aware of the

SDC. This figure represents 19 percent in Oakland, 25 percent in San

Francisco and 41 percent in Berkeley. According to positions, the

educators' awareness ranged from about 11 percent of both secondary and

elementary schoolteachers, 25 percent of "other" educators and about

65 percent of both building a 'cr central administrators.

Last year's data show -d 13 percent of the sample had been aware

of the SDC. Figures ranged from 5 percent of the eleMentary school-

teachers to 25 percent.of the secondary schoolteachers and 38 percent of

the building administrators. NEoss districts, the range was from zero

percent in San-Francisco to 6 ercent in Oakland and 30 percent in

Berkeley. A comparison of hese data shows an increase in awarenZ s of

SDC across all districts. regards educational positions, there,,wa

an increase for building d.d nistrators and elementary schoolteachers, but

a decrease, for secondary teachers.

Item 8 (a-d). C Or vides the following kinds'of services.
Indicate with a check the one(s) of which you
are aware and rate :cla,e extent to which you have
used the services p?dvided by SDC.."

In-Service Training (item 8-a). The SDC, like STAR, and TLC,

offered in-service training to the constituents of the Bay Area. Twenty-

five percent of those surveyed responded that they were aware of the
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existence of dDC'§ in-service training. This ranged.`fromabOut 18 percent

in Oakland and Spin Francisco to yl pet in Berkeley. By positioqs,

the range was less than 13 percent for teachers and "other educators

to about 56 percent for administrators ,

As to use of the training, the ovqrall average was 1. 3, with a

standard deviation of .9. Figures ranged from 1.1 in CAkland and San

Francisco to 1. 7 in Berkeley. By educational positions; the range was

from about 1. 2 for teachers and "other" educators to 1. 7 for administrators.

This means that teachers used the service '_'practically never" and that

administrators used in-service training "very little."

Educational Consultants (item 8%-b). SDC provided educational

consultants to educators in the tri-district area. A total of 21 percent of the

sample indicated that they were aware of this service, ranging fi-om

approximately 15 percent of those in Oakland and San Francisco, to 30

percent of those polled in Berkeley.. By position, the range went fro/1f

4 percent of the teachers to percent of "other educators, up to 54

percent of the administrators.
-

'Use ranged from 1.0 in Oakland and San Francisco to 1. 6 in Berkeley.

Byjeth categories, figures ranged from 1.1 and 1.2 for teachers and

"other" educators to 1.4 for building adthinistrators antH. 7 for central

administrators.

, Needs Assessment (item 8-c). A total of 19 percent of the

educator' s surveyed were aware of SDC's needs assessment service. This

.33
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. ranged froth 'ationt 1 percent in Od.kland and San Francisco to 26 percent

-...4, ,.
A

, A : '. '
1 ' S . el

in Bereley. , 13y positions; the taige,as Ie_sp,:thap 6 percent for teachers

_to 13 per-cent for "othesp" educators .b.nd'abOtit.:7:440,vent-for both types
%..of administrators. »

.
Use of-theqieeds-.assessment- service wad; rated 1. indicating

,
thS.t practically no use Was made. Of this] service, Among the three.

districts, usage was rated from 1.1 in Qa.kland and San Francisco to 1.5

in Bei-keley. By position, the adm.inistra:torSaveraged slightly over 1.5
41

while Other groupS.averaged approximately 1-. 2.
. ,

OtherServices' (tem 8-d)-. Only about 5 percent' ophe total sample

indicated that .they were Aware of other services offered by the Staff

.-Devel*inent Center This,"included parent training, and staff development
. . ...---*80.-- :,

,.., / . ,, . ,.services. Little difference in this.yvareness was noted across distriqs,

) . but'of those- o were aware of these other scitrices, most were central
.. .

. . .
.

administrators. Use of these _services is notoThcIuded at this point
-, ,

to the small number of responses.

. ,

It'ern; 9 - - "The following is a list of training programs offered by
BA I:JC during the,past year.' We are interested in two
types of involvement.you have had with these progranis:
first, if you were involved in the planning of the training

; c session(s), anti second, if you were a participant in the
training session(s). If you helped plan, the session, then

-'ppt a check in Column A.. If yoti participated in the training
session, place a check in Column,B. If you were involved,:
in both aspeCts, planning and partiqipation, then check both
co

The respOnses to the second-aspect` of this question, participation in

s
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training, are summarized in the following table according to district anti

position of respondent.

TABLE I

Number of respondents who participated
in individual BALC workshops

.

A. ACCORDING TO DISTRICTS

WORKSHOP NAME BERKELEY OAKLAND
SAN
FRANCISCO TOTAL

s

II. Summer '74, Staff In-Service
. .

2 5 0
..,

. .

2. We're Getting Together,,to Get It Together:, Tri-District
' Administrators Seminar 1975

....., -

3
.

5

.

2 10

3. Nati 0114:Trends-with California Blends. Special Education
--Workshops- ---

3 9 12
.

-.. - - .,-- -- --
4-.. -Ern.ergenVAlternatives in Early Childhood Education : 0 1 2 3

,-g. 1.i).'44) riding School Community Relations* i 0
: .

0 0

44TOTAL -z:

..
-..

- --;---- -

.
' 8u 20 16

the time 6? the survei; this workshop had-not been conducted

B. ;ACCORDING TO PARTICIPANT POSITION

WORKSHOP NAME

.

CENTRAL"
ADMIN-

ISTRATORS

SCHOOL
ADMIN-

'ISTRATORS

NI
f.1

ME$-,
ARY1

Of11;ti
TEACHERS,

SECONDARY
i SCHOOL
TEACHERS.

3 %
\

.

"OTHER"
EDUCATORS

TOTAL

,....

I. Summer '74, Staff In:SRrvice .. 0' 3
.

0- . ."
..

) '.
...":..:. 0

- .

7

2. We're Getting Together to Get It
Together: Tri-District A rAinistra-
tors Seminar-1975

..
8

.

1

..

V'
1

,,,
,..., ',,,, 0.... t k
' ., N\. 4\
%,`...\\\

\ 0
\ \

... ;%

10

.

.

3. National Trends with California
Blends: Special Education Workshops

13 - 5 0,. ...NI .
V. .

it1/41, . s
1., it

t-....5. \,:r--V, \
v..4.. \ \\% .1 mot,

9. 1

-A-'''
'
\ v

s'A

\\\k

\
0 \::

\ \ \ '.:0
A

'
,:., o\ .
A .

24

3
---,

0
..' \ 0

N.) ......

.

4. Emergent Alternatives in Early /
Childhood Education

3 0 0

0

_ _ -r`
5. Expanding School Community

Relations*
0 0

TOTAL 27 9 2Y
.,

4:"
. -11

44

*At the ti e of the survey, this workshop had not been conducted
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Table shows that more educators in Oakland participated in

workshops, than did those in either San Francisco or Berkeley. Table

T-13 shows participation according to the positions of the thirty-four

persons responding. This group was composed of five persons who

participated in "Summer '74.StaffIn-Service" workshop, six who

participated in the "We're Gettihg Together ,to Get It Together" seminars,

twenty-two who participated in the "National Trends with California

Blends Special Education Workshops, " and one person who participated

in "Emergent Alternatives ittEarly Childhood Education" workS"hops.

*
Item 10 "Other than those listed above, how many school-based

in- service workshops did you participate in during the
last year?" Specify the names of those workshops. "

The overall mean for the number of other workshops attended was, .

4.9, with a standard deviation of 8.6. This indicates a highly skewed

distribution, that is, most people attended between zero and five work-

shops, but aew attended several more. This figure ranged from an ".#.

average of .9 for the "other" educators to 10.6 for central administrators.

Secondary schoolteachers reported attending an average of 1.4. workshdps,

with elementary schoolteachers 4.2, and building administrators 5.4.

Across districts, the range waS from 3.8 in Oakland to 5.0 in Berkeley

and 5..8 in San Francisco,

ywenty-three different workshops were noted. Examples and

number of respondents include dental, 3; math, 8; metric, 3; languages,

4; Multi-cultural, 4; reading, 8; "33", 3; health use, 3; and social
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sciences, 2.

Item 11-a.

ti

"[For the workshop in which you participated] ... to
what extent were presentations of the training effective?"

[Appendix a,27]

When asked to rate the effectiveness-of the workshop presentation

on a five-point scale (one equalling "ineffective, " five representing

"extremely effective It), the overall mean was 3.8, or effective, with

a standard deviation of 1.2. This figure ranged from 3.5 in Berkeley to

3.8 in Oakland and 3.9 in San Francisco.

According to educational positions, figures were "other" educators,

2.0; building administrators, 3.0; elementary schoolteachers and central,J

administrators, 3.9; add secondary schoolteacherp, 5..0.

Last year's data showed an overall mean of 4.0, with -a standard

deviation of 1.0, indicating a slight decrease this year.

Item 11-b.
tf

"[For the workshop in which you particip7d... rate
the quality of the material presented in t e training."

[Appendix B481

When asked to rate the quality of the materials pretented on a five-

point scale (one representing "poor," five representing "superior"),

the overall average was 4.0, with a standard deviatio of 1.1, compared

with an overall average from last yearof 4.1, hith-§titidard deviation

of-. 9. This ranged from 3.6 in Berkeley to about 4.'0 in Oakland a.Rd

San Francisco.

By educational positions, central ad inistrators and elementary
-

saloptea,chers-K.ied thb quality, of the materials at about 4. 3, better
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than average, secondary schoolteachers, 5. 0; building administrators,
r---

3.0; and "other" educators, 1.0.

Item 11-e. "I leer the workshop in which you participated] ... to
what extent were the workshop goals achieved?"

[Appendix B-29]

Ratings of the attainment of workshop goals averaged 4.1 on a fiv_;\

point scale, with a standard deviation of .6. The range was front 3.8

in Oakland to 4.0 in Berkeley. Central administrators and elementary

schoolteachers rated the goal achievement at 4.1. Other figures were

"other" educators, 2. 0; building administrators, 3.5; . aqd secondary

schoolteachers, 5.0. ..
Item 11-d. , "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... to

what extent do you think the framing addressed itself
to some need or problenf.o.f-yours?" What was that
need or. problem ?" -Rpriendix B-301

. -
In terms of-training meeting the-:needs:ofthe participants; the

. .

average score-was 3.9 with.o.:.S:tandarcidevisiionOf 1.1, indicating that the
1,-.

trainees felt that-the training-did address their eeds, although somewhat

less than fast year, 4.3 with a--ita.ndard'ieviati of 1.0. This year's
__..

.
results ranged from,4.5 for-tea0ers to 4.0 for c ntral administrators,

3.0 for building administrators and 2.7 for "other" ducatars.

Needs identified included development of learning centers fix-. inter-
.

group studies, needs assessment? changes in special education, method

of beComing an effective administrator, making teachers aware of school-

relatedrelated pr6blems, intergroup re. ations in a racially mixed school, and

?8
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clarification of mainstreaming concept.

Item 11-e. "[For the workshop in w616, you participated] ... does
that problem or need still ,exist?" [Appendix B-31]

The training for the workshops was designed to'meet the need

or problems of the participants. As disclosed in the preceding item, the

trainees generally felt that the training did address' their needs. On-the

other hand, a total of 72 perc9nt of those polled indicated that their

problems still existed, compared with 74 percent of last year's sample.

There was little deviation in this reponse across districts, but, across

educatiodal positions, the range was from 40 percent of the elementary

schoolteachers to 100 percent of the secondary schoolteachers and

building administrators who indicated that their needs and problems still
existed. Seventy-seven percent of the central administrators and 67

percent of the "other" educatbrs reported that their problems still existed.

Item 11-f. "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... would
you want more training dealing with.the same problem
or area? Ptbase specify." [Appendix B-32] 7

From the results -ofothis variable, one can indirectly measure the

success of the training by the extent to which trainees might wish more

training dealing with the same problem. Seventy percent of the respondents

indicated that they did w ,.nt more training. This figure ranged from 62

percent of those surveyed in Oakland to 80 percent of those in San Francisco.
1

Last year's results indicated that 83 percent of the educators surveyed

would like more training in the same area.
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Across educational positions, the results ranged from 33 percent

of the "other" educators group to 50 percent of the building adminiOraters

and elementary schoolteachers, 82 percent of the central administrators,

'and 100 percent of the secondary schoolteachers.

. Areas in which desire for more training was identified included

working with children with two languages, improving methods for admin-

istratiOn, diagnosis of "special" /students, developthent of health education

materials, career education for physically handicapped, and supervision

in the multi-cultural environment.

Item 11-g. "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... would
you want more training in some other area?" [Appendix B-33]

The results showed that 79 percent of the sample would like

training in some other area. This ranged from 75 percent in Oakland

to 80 percent in San Francisco and 86 percent in Berkeley. By positions,

the scores were "other" educators, 33 percent; building administrators,

50 percent; elementary schoolteachers, 80 percent; central administrators,

88 percent; and secondary schoolteachers, 100 percent. Ninety-two percent

of last year's sample indicated that they desired fraining in .some other

area.

Item'll-h. "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... rate
the extent to which you have implemented the practices
pgovided to you at the workshop. "

Ulti tely, the purpose of the training is to change the behavior

of children. It is assumed that in order foi' teachers-and administiators

to achieve this, they must implement some of the practices learned

40



during the training. Participants were -asked to rate the extent to which

they had implemented these practices on a five -point scale ( "impleinented

none of the practices" to "implemented all of the practices"). The

average rating was 3.0, with a standard deviation of 1.1, ranging from

_2.8 in Oakland to approximately 3.2 in Berkeley and San Francisco:

According to Positions, the figures were-2.0 for "other" educators,...

2.5 for -building administrators, 3.1 for elementary schoolteachers and
.- -central administrators, and 4.0 for secondary schoolteachers.

Item 11-i. "[For the workshop in which,you participated) ... -were
you aware that people from other dibfricts partiCipated
in this training?" [Appendix B-34]

One of the purposes of BA LC was to involve educators in all three

districts in the Center's training activities. Of the persons who actually

participated in BA LC workshop, 97 percent were aware that-people )--

from-other districts were involved. Data indicated that only,one partici-
-

. pant, a central administrator from Berkeley, was not aware of this

arrangement.

Item 11-.. "[ ?or the workshop in which you paiticipated1 ... as
a result of this training, have you made professional
contacts. with people in districts other than your own?"

[Appendix B-35]

One outcome of interaction with people in other districts through

the BA LC workshops Would be the establishinent of professional contacts.

Seventy-six percent of the edudafors. reported having made such Contacts,

ranging from 62 percent in Oakland, to about 88 percent in Berkeley and .

San Francisco, and from 100 percent of the building administrators and

11 r
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secondary schoolteachers to zero percent of the "other" educ-ator group,

with 33 percent for elementary schoolteachers and 94 refre-nt of the

central administrators.

Item 11-k. "[Foil the workshop in which you participated] ,.. as a
result of your participation, are you more aware of
related activities in other districts?" [Appendix B-36]

Another outcome of working with people in other districts is an

awareness of related activities going on in other districts. Ninety-three

percent of the sample reported such awareness, ranging from 86 percent

in Berkeley to 92 percent in Oakland and 100 percent in San Francisco.

By'position, all groups repoted 100 percent awareness with the exception

central administrators, 88 percent. Q.&

Item 11-1. "[For the workshop in which you participated] ... as a
result of your participation, do you think communication
between educators across districts has been facilitated?"

[Appendix B -37
L

Finally, it was hoped that, as a result of tri-district, collaboration,

communication betweeri educators would be improved. Eighty-nine percent

thought that this had been accomplished, from 71 percent i4 Berkeley to

92 percent in Oakland and 100 percent in San Francisco. Figures for

building administrators, elementary schoolteachers and secondary

schoolteachers were 100 percent, central administrators, 88 percent,

and "other' educators, 50 percent.

The series of questions above have dealt solely with participation

in BA LC workshops. Questions that follow deal with the other part of
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item 9, planning the workshops.

One of tho.major purposes of BA LC was to allow educators to

help plan their own training in order to better meet their own needs. A

total of forty-three persons sampled indicated that they-had been involved

in the planning of one of the five workshops offered, as shOwn in Table II

on the following page. Each person who had some experience in planning

was instructed to select one workshop and answer a series of questions

Pertaining to the planning activities connected with it. Of the forty -three

persons who had been involved in planning the individual workshops, a

total of twenty-one answered the next set of questions, suggesting. that

there was considerable overlap among the persons actually doing the

planning. For example, a person who was involved in planhing "Emergent

Alternatives... " might also have been involved in planning 'California

Blends "

Item 12. "Select one of the workshops listed in item, 9 which you
a

helped plan and write its name on the, lines. below. " [Appendix B-38]

The, responses to this question are based on a fetal of twenty-one
.

persons, 18 central administrators and.three elementary'schoolteactiers.

The workshops listed include: -"Summer '74 Staff In-Service, " 7 participants;

"We're Getting Togetherto Get It Together:,Tri-.DistAct6A dministrative

Seminars 1975, " fou.sparticipants; and "National Trends with California.

Blends, Special Education Workshops, " ten participants. All three

teachers were involved in planning the "California Blends" workshop:

According to districts, the representation ran from three respondents
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TABLE II

Number of respondents who helped plan
the BALC workshops in which they participated

A. ACCORDING TO DISTRICTS

A

WORKSHOP NAME BERKELEY OAKLAND
SAN
FRANCISCO Tom'

I . Sunfmer '74, Staff InSeivice 3 6 1 10

2. We're. Getting Together to Get It Together: Tri-District
Aihnimstiators Seminar 1975

3 0 3 6

14'3,. National Trends with California Wends: Special Education
Workshops

2 7 5

i

,,
4. Emergent Alternatives in Early Childhood LductIiiin 2

#

2 2 6

-',---
5. Expanding School Community Relations 2 5 0 - l7 #

__.

TCYEAt. . , 12 20 11 43

B. ACCORDING TO PARTICIPANT POSITION

WORKSHOP NAME
N

,

(

CENTRAL
ADM IN-

ISTRATORS

SCHOOL
ADM IN-

ISTRATORS

ELEMEN
TARY

SCHOOL,
TEACHERS"

SECONDARY-
SCHOOL

TEACHERS

"OTHER"
EDUCATORS
'

TOTAL

I. Summer '74, Stall In-Service
,

2. We're Getting Together to Get It
Together: Tn- District Administra-
tors Seminar 1975 ,

9 0 0 0 9

6 0 . 0 0 0
.

6

..

14

.

3. National Trends with California
Blends: Special Education Workshops

12 0 2
_

0 0

.
.

4. Emergent Alternatives in Early
Childhood Education

6 0 0 0 0 6

65. Expanding School Community
Relations

6 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 6 0 2 0 0 41
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from Berkey to six,from San Francisco and thirteen from Oakland.

item 12 -a. "In which of the following ways did you participate in the
planning? (1) planning meetings; (2) personal consultation;
(3) memos; and (4) other."

The results from this item are described in the following Table

It is clear that the planning activity most frequently participated in was

"meetings, " followed closely by "consultation. " Other types of planning

activities cited were coordination, program speaker, and telephone,

correspondence.

TABLE III

Number of respondents participating
invarious types of planning across districts

- .
BERKELEY OAKLAND SAN.FRANCISCO TOTAL

/

MEETINGS 3 9 5 17
6

CONSULTATION.
)

.

2 7 4 13

MEMO 1 4 2 7

OTHER 1 3

Item 12-b. "To what extent was your input incorporated in the
-final plan?"

If local educators are to have input into*planning, is important

that they perceive this input as actually being used. The.o'Verall average

for the twenty-one respondents was 3.8 on a five-point scale (one equals
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tinot at all, " fiVe equals "totally"). There :/a8 little difference across

districts, but t-a difference was noted across educational positions. Central

administrators rated this item 3. 8, while elementary schoolteachers

scored their answers at 3.0.

Nr-

;z Item 12 -c. "Were people from other districts included in this
planning?" [Appendix B-40]

All of the respondents answered affirmatively.

Item 12-d. "As a result of these planning activities,' are you
more aware of training activities being conducted
in other districts?" [Appendix B-41]

A total of 91 percent of the respondents answered affirmatively.

Those less aware of this fact happeneeto be central administrators from

Oakland.

Item 12-e. "As a result of these planning activities, do you
think communications between districts has been
facilitated?" [Appendix B-42]

Ninety percent of the respondents answered affirmatively. Figures

ranged from 75 percent in Berkeley to 83 percent in Oakland and 100

percent in Sari Francisco.

Item 12-f. -"Do you think,that this type/of tri-district planning
is productive?" [Appendix B-43]

Survey participants scored this item with an average of 4.0 and

a standard deviation of 1.0 on a five-pdint scale ("totally nonproductive"

to "totally productive"). The answers ranged from 3.5 in Berkeley to
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3.8 in Oakland apd 4.7 in San Francisco, and from central administr
1

4.1, to elementary schoolteachers, 3.°O.

Item 12-g. "As a result of this plarining,experience, are you
better prepared to plan staff development activities?"

[Appetidix B-44] .

On 6. five-point scale ("not at, all prepared" to "much better

prepared"), the mean score was 4.0, with a standard deviation of 1.1.

This ranged froth 3.2 in Berkeley to 3.8 in Oakland and 4.6 i."-San

Francisco. Central administrators rated this item 4.}, and teachers,

3.0.

B. STUDENT AND TEACHER ACCESS TO RESOURCE TRAINING
(START) ,

The items on the impact survey instrument for the START Center

were divided into two general categories, those concerning the awareness,

of the START Center and its activities, and those concerning the planning

and participation in START activities. These items are explored

according to respondent position in the following summary. The data.

tables are included in A ppendbi B of this volume.

Item 1. 4"Within the Oakland Public Schools is. an organization,\
known as the START Center. Are You familiar with this
organization?" [Appendix B-451

Before attempting to determine the actual impact of the START

Center on its constituents, a series of questions was designed to discover
S

the extent to which teachers were aware of the Center and its specific

services.', This first question dealt with the respondents' basic awareness
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of START, and 96 percent answered yes. Since the sampling procedure

employed was to a large extent depen dent upon a person's participation

in some START. activity, the impoitance of these data lies in the fact

that responcints were aware Of exactly where these services originated.

J
- :, Item 2. "START provides the following kinds of services. Indicate

with a check the one(s) of which you.are aware and rate
the extent to which yoV have used the services provided',
by START: (1) EdticationResources; (2) in-Service Teae\her
Training; (3) Educational Consultants; (4) Information
Dissemination; and (5) Other." .[Appendix B-46 to B-50]P 6 -

Education Resources (item 2-a). A total of 96 percent were

aware that START offered educational resources such as.curriCulur,n,

material
.

, , .facilities, etc. Figures ranged from 100 percent of the °.

building administrators to 83 percent of the "other" group. On a lime-

point scale ("made no use" Ito :"iacte a great deal of use), the' mean

was 3. 6, ranging from 3.1, secondary sciloolteachers, to 3;8, elementary
4

schoolteachers and building administrators.

In-Service Teacher Training (item 2-b). A total of" 86 percent

were aware that START provided in-service, training, -ranging fr.= 81

percent of the elementary schoolteachers to 91 percentof the secondary-

schoolteachers; and administratorsoi On a five-point scale, usage ranged ;

. from 2.9 fOr secondary schoolteachers to 3;3 for administrators; the

average,wass3. 2, . with a standai'd deviation of 1.0.

EduOation,a1,Consultants (iteM 2;d). A total of 83. percent were
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aware of educational consultants. Very little difference in awareness

was noted between groups, but there was considerable difference between

groups on use. Average ratings were 2.4, with a low of 1.7 ("very

little use") for-the "other" educators, to 2.9 ("moderate use") for theo

building administrators.

Information Dissemination (START Calendar) (item 2-d). An

average' of 92 percent wer re of this service, ranging from 83 percent

of the "others" to 100 *percent of the admix rators'. The overall 'Usage

'rating of this service was 3.1, ranging from 2.. ("little to moderage use")

for secondary schoolteachers, to 3.9 ("considerable use") for adminis-
Ztrators.

A

Other Services (item 2-e). An alletage=of 65 percent aware,

/

of other services, ranging from 48 percent of the elementary schoolteachers

to 85 percent of the administrators. if Fourteen services were named, all

of which fail under the four categories already listed. ,

USe of these other services was rated an average of 2.7, ranging

from 2.0 ("little use") for elementary schoolteachers to 3.6 ("moderate

to much use") for administrators.
I

Item 3. "Thifiy,of the START Services'you have actually used and
,--9/rite their names below. Please indicate for each one-_ the changes you have made in your teaching or adminth- ,

trative sitle b.pp.roach,, methods, or materials as a result71'
of that service. Please list any plans, proposals, pro-,-

-: grams or other documents you produced as a result of
utilizing each START service. " (Appendix B-51 to B761]
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In the first two items, general information on-the awareness and

-

use of STAR T ,services was elicited. This quantitative information is

helpful in defining different perceptions respondents had of STA RT's

impact, but actual outcomes -- changes in teaching or administrative

behavior -- are more important in truly determining the impact of the

Center. A content analysis of the open-ended responses was completed

3 and is summarized in the followineparagraphs.

Educational Resources. 444rty-one respondents indicated-changes

or outcomes as a result of this service. These outcomes included

completed curriculurn individualized reading programs, enriched social
0.6

studies units, receipts of boOks,'. use of, laminating machine, readingi
games, receipt of music materials, and Setting up curriculum displays.

%.

Id- Service Training. Eleven,respondents specified outcomes

from this training. They included improvement of lab groups, receipt

of information on math teaching, awareness of new nursing techniqUes,

improvement of administrators, -better understanding of other principals'

prqblemS, greater understanding of bilingual problems, and use of

cameras.

Educational CanSv.ltants. Three respondents indicated outcomes.

They included greater understanding of ethnic problems and help in

,planning for teacher groups.

Information Dissemination. One respondent indicated one outcome,

the regulars use of the START Calendar.
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Item 4._
.

"The following is a list of training programs offered by
START during the past year. We are interested in two
types of involvement you have had with these programs:
first, if you were involved in the planning of the training
session(s) and second, if youwere a participant in the
training session(s). If you helped plan the session, then
put a check in Column A (Planning). If you participated
in the session, place a check in Column 13 (Participation).
If you were involved in both aspects,. check both columns.

[Appendix B-621

I I

This section of the instrument dealt with selected outcomes of

the START in-service training offered to its constituents. Particular

emphasis was placed on the outcomes of planning and participation in

the various workshops. The following table illustrates the number of persons

in the sample who reported either planning or participating in the individual

workshops.

TABLE I START.

Respondents involved in Planning of,

or number Participating

in START workshops

PLANNING PARTICIPANT

3

3 a. "Use of 35 mm Camera"

3 b. First Vice Principals Gathering

2 4 c. Nurses' Inservice

2 3 d. Summer Institute 1975

5 10 e. AdministratOrs Conference at Asilomar

1 I f. Secondary Social Studies Weekend

0 0 g. Parent Effectiveness at Howard'Schooi

3 8 h. Guided Self-Analysfs at Brookfield School

4 11 i. Summer Workshop: "A Continuing Search
for Human Values

3 13 j. Teacher Shelter

/, 2 2 k. Outdoor Education Enthusiasts

3 6 I. Leadership Lab

TOTAL 29 65
,



The totals from Table I-START clearly show that of the fifty -two

respondents, some educators participated in more than one training

workshop, and that individuals participated in the planning of all 'work-

shops, except one.

Item 5. "Other than those listed above, how many school-based
in-service workshops did you participate in during the
past year? Please specify. " [Appendix B-62]

About 50 percent reported participation in from one to five o her

workshops, several of which were offered by BA LC. Over twenty five

different workshops were named. The ones most equently mentioned

included math, reading, ABC, multi-ethnic, Dairy Council Nutritional,

and Human Relations.

Item 6: "Select one of-the workshops listed in item.4 in which you
participated and answer the next eight question8 as
they pertain to the workshop you just specified."

[Appendix B -63 to B-64]

To achieve a general view of the quality and outcomes of the training

offered by the START tenter, a series.of eight questions was asked of

each partiipant on the basis of one workshop chosen by the respondent.

The statistics summarized,in the next eight sections are based on the

number of those who participated in .the workshops, twenty-nine, repre-
:

senting twelve administrators, twelve elementary schoolteachers, four

secondary schoolteacheEs.ana -three' "other" educators, The five-point

scale was usel

sY
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Item'6-a. "To what extent were .presentations of the training
effective ? " [Appendix. B-651-

Results showed an average rating of 4.1, with a standard deviation

of 1.2; Although teachers and administrators had approximately_ the

same averages, secondary schoolteachers and administrators had more

than twice as much variation in their .responses as elementary school-

teachers.

Item 6-b. "Rate the quality of ,the material presented in
the training. " [Appendix B-65]

The average rating was 3.9, pith a standard deviation of 1.3 and a

range from 3.6 for administrators to 4.2 for secondary schoolteachers and

5.0 for "other" educators.

, . - -
Item-6-c. . "To what extent were the work shop. goals achieved?"

[Appendix B-66]

Results Showed an average rating of 3.6, with a standard deviation,
A

of,l. 3, and a range from 3.,3 for administrators to 4.3 for "others."

Item 6-d. "To what extent do you think the training addressed-
itself to some need or problem of yours.? Please
specify." [Appendix B-66]

There was an average rating of 3.8, with a standard deviation of

ARe

1 3;tiid a range from 4.7 for the "other" group to 3.4 for the administrators.

Considerably-more variation was found in the administrators' data (a

standard deviation of 1.3) in comparfson with the "other" educators (.6).

Needs were identified by eighteen people. These included administrative

5-3
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problems (5), lack of motivation to learn (3), individualization (2), need

for more materials (2), understanding the master plan, growing plants

in the classroom, the role of the vice-principal, and a variety of other:3.

Item 6-e. "Does tW problem or need still exist?" [Appendix 13-67]

A n average of 73 percent answered yes, rang g from 50 percent

of to secondary schoolteachers to 100 percent of the "other" educators.
_

Items 6-f & g. "Would you want more training dealing with
the same problem or area? Would you
want more training in some other area?"

[Appendix B-68]

A total of 88 percent wanted mbre_traming in the same area, and-

,84 percent in some other area.

Item 6-h. "Rate the extent to which you have implemented in
your classroom the practices provided to you at the
workshop." [ Appendix B-68]

Results show an average of 3.9, with a standard deviation of 1.1,

ranging from 3.2 for administrators to 0 for elementary schoolteachers

and "others."

Item 6-i. "As a result of your participation in the above
workshop, are you more aware of related activities
in your district?" [Appendix B -69]

An average of 85 percent felt more aware, ranging from 100' percent

of the secondary schoolteachers and ts ethers t ' to 80 peraent,of the'

elementary schoolteachers and adininistraters.

Item 6-.. "As a result of your participation in the above
_workshop, do you think communication between
individuys has been facilitated?" [Appendix B-69]

A n average of 81 percent agreed that it had, ranging from 78 percent
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of the elementary schoolteachers to 100 percent of the secondary

schoolteachers.

Item 7. "Select one of the workshops listed in item 4 that you
helped plan and [answer the following questions]. "

TO determine the impact of the planning activities within START,

a series of six questions were asked. The data summarized in the next

several sections refer only to those educators who participated in some

form of planning, and is not necessarily representative of the whole

sample. This group of people included seven administrators, two elemen-

tary schoolteachers, one secondary schoolteacher, and two "other"

educators.

Item 7-a. "In which of the following ways did you participate
in planning? (1) planning meetings; (2) personal
consultation; (3) memo; or (4) other." [Appendix B-71]

The results shd.w that 67 percent participated in planning meetings,

75 percent in personal consultation, 25 by memos, and 25 percent

by some other means.

Item 7-b. "To what extent was your input incorporated in the
final plan." tApPendix

The average was 4.2, with a standard deviationpf .9, ranging from

3.0 for secondary schoolteachers and "others." to 5.0 for elementary

schoolteacher's.

Item 7-c. "Do you think that this type of planning is productive?"
[Appendix B-72]

All groups rated it above 4.5, or "total productive, " averaging

4.8 with astandaid deViation, of .5.

55'

ti



Item 7-d. "As a result of this planning experience, are you
better prepared to plan staff development activities?"

[Appendix B-72]

espondentS rated this item at 3.9, with a standard deviation of

1.0, ranging from 2.0 for the "other" group to 4.4 for the administrators.

Item 7-e. "As a result of these planning activities; are you
more aware of training activities conducted in your
district ? " [A ppendix-B 73]

Sventy -five percent answered affirmatively, ranging from 50 percent

a the elementary schoolteachefrs and "others, " to 100 percent of the

secondary schoolteachers.

Item 1 -f. "As a result of these planning activities, do you
think communications between educators across
districts has been facilitated?" [Appendix B-73]

An average of 85 percent of the sample answered affirmatively, '4

ranging from 67 percent of the elementary schoolteachers to 100 percent

of the secondary'Schoolteachers and "other'? educators.

56
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CHARTER 3

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter contains a general discussion of the results,
summarized in Chapter 2 of this report. ConclusionS-have
been drawn as they relate to particular objectives dictated
by the BA LC project. Wherever possible, impact data from
1974 and 1975 will be compared.

A ti; explained in the methodology section in Chapter 2, the
current impact survey attempted to measure the extent` to which
two specific objectives were met. First, to what_eXtent did,
educators in the Bay Area participate in BALC activiti4s'at
varioub staff development centers, and second, to what extent-
did a variety of BALC.andiSTART constituents share involvement
in program development, that met the needs-of the indfriduali
.districts, schools and individuals. .To explore the success of these
two objectives and their impact, this discussion will first concern
the activities of the Bay Area Learning Center itself. Then the
impact of the START Center will be summarized according to
the Oakland sample.

DISCUSSION OF BA LC RESULTS

Before examining the results as they relate to the two desired

objectives, awareness data from the survey will be,Presented and corn-.

pared `with those, of the 1974- imiSact survey, The purpose will be to give
,

the .,reader a general perbeption of the textent to which the current sample
.

of participants was aware.of the actual services provided by BALC as

compared with results from' last year's survey. This background_
,

information should prove useful in interpreting the other results. It
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must be remembered that.the selection of sample participants for both

surveys was based on actual participation in BA LC and START activities,

and theSe results cannot be generalized to include all educators in. the

Bay Area, but pertain only to selected users and non-users of BA LC

and START Center.'

Awareness. Overall awareness of BA LC increased about 7 percent

over last.year% This increase was noted not only for, BA LC as an entity,

but also for three of the staff developrhent centers, whichsare partially

funded by BA LC. Percentaged of increased awareness also grew: 7

'percent for BA LC, 6 percent for TLC, 9 percent for START, and 17

percent for the *SDC. It is important to note that, althougttthe Staff

Deyelopment Center showea the greatest increase in awareness,. only 30
-;r

percent of the sample indicated awareness pf the spc, as compared with

54 percent for START, 60 percent for TLC.and 81..pe2'cerit for BA Lc.

Awareness of different staff development activities' also demon-

strated.COnsiderable variation across different educational positions.

In general, a larger percentage of central administrators were aware of

staff development activities than, in order, building administrators,

elementary schoolteachers, "other" educators, and secondary school-
.,

teachers,

On the basis of these data, it seems appropriate- to'conclude that

BA LC and certain of its selected components are betiler known to 'Bay

Area educators,now than in the past: Furthermore, the data suggest
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that, if one assumes an educator must be aware of a service before he

can use it, and that the Teacher Center's aim is to serve all' educators

across three districts, then an effort should be made to increase

awareness of these services, particularly to educators in Berkeley and

to se-tondary schoolteachers as a whole.

Objective. "Interdistrict participation on a regular basis
by staff members in as many BA LC activities
as desired at either of the Staff Development
Centers.

To what extent did different groups of educators from the three

districts participate in, or use services from BA LC? The answer to

this question can be determined by viewing the awareness and the use

of specific services offered across districts and educational positions.

In general, the services included in-service training, 'education consul-

tants, educational resources (materials, 'curriculum, and:library

services), and needs assessment. Use of these services was measured

on a five-point scale ranging from number one, indicating "no use" of

the, services, to number five, indica.;.4 "a great deal of use'of the

services.

In- Service Training. BA LC, TLC, i C and the START Center

all provided in-service training activities to their constituents. Awareness

of that training varied from 69 percent for BA LC, 52 percent for, TLC,

and 49 percent for START, to 25 percent for the SDC. Use of the service

ranged from 1.3 (on a five-point scale) for those using the SDC, to 2.0

1
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.that, if one assumes an educator must be aware of a service before he

can use it, and that the Teacher Center's airp is to serve all educators

across three districts, then an effort should be made to increase

awareness of these services, particularly to educators in Berkeley and

to secondary schoolteachers as a whole.
\

Objective. "Interdistrict participation on a regular basis
by staff members in as many BA LC activities
as desired at either of the Staff Development
Centers. "

To what extent did different groups.of educators from the three

districts participate in, or use services from BA LC? The answer to

this question can be determined by viewing the awareness and the use

of specific services offered across districts and educational positions.

In general; the services included iti-service training, education consul-
/

tants, educational resources (materials,'curriculum, and library

services), And needs, assessment. Use of these services was measured

on a five-point scale ranging from number one, indicating "no use" of

the services, to number five, indicating "a great deal of use" of the

. services.

In-Service Training. - BA LC, TLCySDC and the START Center -

all provided in-service training activities to their constituents., Awareness

of, that training varied from 69 percent for f3A LC, 52 perc5knt for TLC,

and 49 percent for START; to 25 percent for the SDC. Use of the service

ranged from 1. 3 (on a five-point scale) fox those using the six; to 2. 0
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for START, and from 1.9 foi TLC to 2. 6 for BA LC. Other data show

that most use was made of in-service training b educators from Oak-

land, followed by San Francisco; considerabl s use was indicated

by the sample from Berkeley. Also, usage ratings were gwerally

highest for central administrators, followed.by elementary schoolteachers

and "other" educators; the least amount Of use was made by'building

administrators and secondary schoolteachers.

These data indicate a strong, positive relationship between the

awareness of in-service training and its use for all groups, with the

exception of building administrators., This group, although they were

aware of the tra.ning activities, had a very low usage rating. Furthe

evidence of in-service-training usage was 'gleaned from the forty-five

specific outcomes from these'activities that were noted by the respondents.

Overall, the data show that more educators were aware of. and.

made use of the in-service-training activities offered than of any other

service provided by BALC or any of its components.

Educational Resources (including materials, curriculum and

library services). The START Center and the Teacher Learning Center

'both ffered these educational resources. About, half of the sample was

aware f this service in the START Center, and 45 percent claimed

awareness at TLC. Theik. figurks varied considerably across districts

and clearly indicate-that, within the home district, there is much more

awareness and use of the respective facilities than outside of it. This

6O



information suggests that, if BA LC' S, purpose is to p'rovide a wide

variety of services across districts, then educators from Berkeley

should either receive some form d material/curriculum services, or.

should have'greatenaccess to the START Center or to TLC. Pe.rhaps

'the easiest way to facilitate this access would be to encourage Berkeley

educators to .make useof the two centers.

The data'also show that secondary schoolteachers and building

administrators make the least use of educational resources from STAR T

or TLC. This fact could be attributed to lack of awareness by secondary

schoolteachers, but not for admin rl-ors.

Educational Consultants. Cdnsultants were provided by BA LC,

TLC, SDC and START Center. Awarenebs of these services ranges

from 59 percent4of the sample for BA LC to 22 per'eent for SDC, with

START and TLC reporting about 41 percent. The usage ratings vary from

2.1 in BA LC to 1. 2 in SDC. Generally speaking, the greatest use of con-

sultants was made by administrators, followed by elenientary schoolteachers,

building:administrators.anksecoridary schOolteachers. Data show that
'1.

educational consultants are used about as much as the educational resources

discussed above, but somewhat less than the in-service training.

. Needs Assessment. Finally, BA LC,.' TLC and the SDC all offered
.

needs assessment services to Bay Area educators. Only about 25 percent

of the sample reported being aware of this'service, and usage ratings

are all less thati 1.4 on the five-point scale. Thig clearly shows that the

needs assessment services were thetleast used service provided by the



Teacher Center.

Conclusion

On the basis of the data from the above information, the following

conclusions can be drawn.

In San Francisco `and Oakland, BA LC is currently meeting its

objective of interdistrict participation through two activities: in-service

training for elementary schocilteacheri and central administrators; 'and

to a lesser degree, providing educational resources and consultants. In

the area of deeds assessment, however, not much service is provided.

Educators from Berkeley showed considerably les use of all services
a

than educators from; San Francisco and Oaldand, and 'secondary school -,.
teachers used them least of all.

the Staff Development Center in

In terms of staff developinent components,.\ "

Oakland ranked consistently lower than

either the START Center or the Teacher Learning Center in actually

providing various services.

The results from the ne t set of items on the sui'vey instrument

\ . -

dealt with the quality of the training that was offered by BALC. was

inferred from the previously stated objectivelhat educators not only

participi.te in i§taf development activities, butthat these .activities should\

be of good quality. Several dimensions Of the training-were assessed.

Forty-four educators responded to the survey: eight from Berkeley,

sixteen from Sah.Francfsco arkd tWenty from Oakland. To, identify parti-

cipants further, there were twenty-seven central 'administrators, nine

t- 62
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, elementary schoolteachers, and two building administrators and secondary

schoolteachers. This disparity between the number of administrators

and educatorseducators should be remembered when interpreting these data.

a.

Respondents rated the,yffectiveness of training presentation at

an averate of 3. 6, aS compareyvith last year's rating of 4.0; the quality

of the material presented was 4. 0,..last year's 4.1; and the extent to

which workshop goals' were achieved was 4.1, last year's 4.0. The

implementation of practices learned in the workshops was rated at 3. 0:

there'was no rating on implementation last year., Thus, -this year's

results indicate a slight decrease in the effectiveness of, presentation

and quality of material, and a slight increase in achievement of goals.

On the basis of these data, it can be concluded that respondents were

very satisfied with the training they received.

Other items pertaining to the interdistrict objective show that

97 percent of the educators were aware that they were participating in

workshops with people from other districts, and 76 percent had made
\professional contacts across district lines. Ninety-three percent said

that they were more, aware of related activities in other districts, and .`

, 89 percent reported communication between districts Ilbd been facilitated.

These data indicate that for those educators who actually participated,

in BA LC training, BA LC is meeting its objective, not only of having

people participate in, tri'-distri/ct staff development activities, but also

in.facilitating communication between districts.

a
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Ob'ective. ."The union and involvement of parentg, classroom
teachers, supportive district staff in program
development to meet the needs of individual districts,
schools and pupils."

The 'second objective BA LC addressed was the extent to which a

,wide variety of constituents were involiied in the plannihg of staff develop-

ment activities in order to meet educators' needs. Several questions

were designed.to assess the effectiveness-of the planning process and

the extent to which needs were addressed by the training activities.
N

Educators reported that training addressed their individual needs

with teachers generally ranking this item higher than administrators.

About 70 piercent of an respondents. reported that they would like further

training in the same area. "his should be taken as a positive sign, for,

if the training had been inferior, the respondents would not want more of it.

Between one-quarter and one- of the educators surveyed helped

plan "staff development activities. Of this = oup, 97 percent were central

administrators, 3 percent were elementary sch lteacherii, Roughly
\

25 percent represented Berkeley and San Francisco, lie,rcent

represented Oakland. This group indicated an average rating of 3.8

on a five-point scale for the extent to which their lilt:tut was included,
.%in the tinal plan. All twenty-two of the respondents Adiaated a'Vtarenesg,
,s. ; N

of other district educators during the planning, and 90\sleraent repOrted,
c,

that,communicatiotis between districts had been facilitate11 ,These .',..

i-

same respondents rated the type of tri-district planning as f Ivery produO.ve

and that, as a result of this experience, they were better able to plan
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staff development activities.

The findings from these items suggest that, for those central

administrators and elementary schoolteachers who participated in the

planning of activities, BA LC met its objective of involving members of

all groups. The data do not indicate, however, the extent to which each

group participated. It can be concluded on the basis of these data that

BA LC was successfql in meeting its objective as far as central adminis-

trators and elementary schoolteachers were concerned, but more building

administrators and secondary schoolteachers could participate and

that, therefore, the objective was not successfully met 'for these groups.

B. DISCUSSION OF THE START RESULTS

The impact of the START Center, as a component separate from

BA LC, was selected as one of the priorities by the project director.
r

The disc 'on of these Results-shoilld 'be considered as additional infor-

effestiveness and represents the impact of one specificmation on

component within the erall.BA LC effort in one local district.

Awareness. Practically all Oakland participantg indicated that

they ere aware of the START Center. In addition, over 80 percent of

the respondents were aware of the specific serVices offered by START.

The:3'e Cluded 96 percent aware of educational resources, 86 percent

aware of in-service training, 83 percerit aware of educational consultants,

and 92 percent aware of information dissemination. Since the sampling

procedure employed was to a large extent dependent upon a person's
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partiCiPation in some START activity, the importance of these data lies

in the faCt that participants were aware not only of the service which

they had received, but of all other services available at the START Center.

One of the reasons participants are so aware of the START Center could

be its central location; all services emanate from that one source, and

once an educator sets foot in the central building, for whatever reason,

he is exposed to all START services in some form.

Actual use of the services, as indicated on the five-point scale,

show that most usage was made of education resources, followed by in-

service training, infOh-nation dissemination, and consultants. In

general, building administrators used the services more than the other
..

groups, especially those of the START Center in the Oakland Unified

District's. Secondary schoolteachers used them the least although the

Oakland group used the START Center services more than the Bay Area

teachers used any other BA LC service. These results have important

implications for the overall, impact of BA LC since across-district

findings showed that building administrators made little use of Other

BA LC services.
It*

START offered twelve different Workshops that were assessed in
. .

this survey. Results show that participants were very satisfied lith the

quality of materials and, the -effebtiveness of presentations at the work-,

shops, but were somewhat less satisfied with the extent" to which goals or

objectives were met. They felt, generally, that the training addressed
,--

their specific needs and that they would like more training in both similar

.-
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and different areas. Eighty percent of all groups felt that, as a result of

, the training, they were more aware of related activities Within the district

and that communications between educators within the district had been

facilitated. Thus, results were consistent with the general BA LC

findings, and showed clearly that those who participated in this type of

staff developmelitcwere very favorably impressed.

With regard to planning participation, the ethicators in Oakland

who actually took part in the workshops found the activity extremely

productive and felt that their input was "generally incorporated into the

total plan. They also indicated that this experience helped them plan

staff development activities in general.

On the whole, results from the START Center survey sholAr that,

for those educators, who have engaged in some form of START service,

it is a very p oductive and valuable experience and the participants would

be interested in further use of the Center.

C. CONCLUSIONS

The results of the impact survey indicate that BA LC is meeting

its objectives. Its users'are more aware of the variety of services pro-
.

vided than they were last year. Use of in-service training has increased,

particularly for central administrators and elementary schoolteachers.

BA LC and START services were used least by secondary schoolteachers as

a group, and, as in the past, Berkeley educators us d all services less

than educators from either Oakland or San Francisco.
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Those participating in the training offered by BA LC or START

found it to be effective, that it addressed their needs and that they would

like more of it. In addition, input from local elementary schoolteachers

and central administrators was considered in the planning of traditional

staff development activities at BA LC, and input from building administrators

in Oakland was used in planning staff development activities for START.

A s a result of these activities, communications between districts is being

facilitated and knowledge of-similar training activities is being shared,

both across and within the three districts. This increased communication
fit

should be a step forward in making more efficient use of educational

resources across districts.
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SECTION I. GENERAL

BAY AREA LEARNING CENTER (BALC)

IMPACT SURVEY

1 Within the Bay area school districts is an organization known as the Bay Area Learning Center (BALC). Are you
familiar with this organization?

Yes No

Are you aware that the BALC is a collaborative arrange
services for Berkeley. Oakland and San Francisco? ..

Yes No

ong 3 districts organized to provide educational

3 The BALI' provides the following types of services. Indicate with a check the ones of which you are aware and
rate the extent to which you have-used:theservices provided.

a. inService Training

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
mademade no use made use of

of this this service a
service great deal

I' b. Needs Assessment

( ) ( ) ( ). ( )
made no use
of this
service

c. Educational Consultants'

madee no use
.( )

of this
Service .

d. Other service (please specify)

( )
( )' ( ) ( ) ( )

made no use made use of .
of this this service a... , service peat deal., .

4. Think of the BALC services you have actually used write their names below. Please indicate for each one the changes
you have made in your teaching or administrative style, approach, methods, or materials as a result of that service. Please
list any plans, proposals, programs,- or other doctiments you produced as a result of utilizing each.BALC service.

madee use of
this service a
great deal

( )
made use of
this service a
great deal

a. Name of service:

Result

J'.
b. Name of service:

Result:

c. Name of service:

Result

`" 5. Within the BALC there are several related organizations, includitigllie.Teacher Learning Center (TLCSan Francisco),
Student & Teacher Access to Resources and Training (START Oakland), and the Staff Development Center (SDC
Berkeley). Are you,familiar with any of these organizations? (indicate, by check)

TLC START

A 1
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6 1 LC provides the following kinds of service. Indicate with a check the one(s) of which you are aware and rate the
extent to which you have used the'services provided by TLC.

a. In-Service Training

(
made ,

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
made use of

use of this this service a
service great deal

b. Curriculum Library

( ) C ) ( ) ( )
mademade no made use of

use of this this service a
service great deal

c. Educational Consultants

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
mademade no made use of

use of this this service a
service 'great deal

d. Needs Assessment

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ,)
made no made use of
use of this this service a
service great deal

_ e. Other service (please specify)
'. t
'' ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ,. ( ),`made no made use of

use of this this-service a
service great deal .

7 gTART provides the following kinds of service. Indicate with a check the one(s) of which you are aware and rare
the extent to which you have used the services provided by START. t '4 ; 1 TA.'

a.. Educational Resources (curriculum, materials, facilities, etc.)

( ) (
)rl

madee no
use of this
service

( )

b. In-Service Teacher Training

( )
. made no
use of this

%` service

c. Educational Consultants

(
ma e no
use t this

( )

"Ak 1.

(
made use of
'this seryice a
great deal

( ) )

d. Information Dissemination (START calendar)

4r" ( ) ' ( )
made no
use of this
service

e. Other service (please specify) 71

( )

ma use of -0;
grthegistsertideece a

ork
.

-( ) ( )
4 . made use of*

,, this service a
great deal vit .1
' .. ;.

4. 1 . .%If

4

A.

) (
*r, made-use of

-this sevice a.
great ao

. ,

( ) ( ) ( ,) ( ( )
made no made use of
use of this this service a
service great

A-2 1Yer ,
<. >
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8. SDC provides the following kinds of services. Indicatewith a check the one(s) of which you are aware and rate the
extent, to which you have used the services prOvided by SDC.

a. In-Service Training

) ( ) ( ) ( )
made no
use of this
service

b. Educational Consultants

4

)
made no
use of this
service

( ) ( )

c. Needs Assessment

made
( ) , ( )

made no
use of this
service

( )

madee use of
this service a
great deal

( )
made use a
this service a
great deal

madee use of
this service a
great deal

d Other service (please.specify)

( ) ( ) t ( ) e ( )
made no
use of this
service

made use of
this service a
great deal

SECTION II: PLANNING AND PARTICIPATION

9. The following is a list of training programs offered by BALC during the past year. We are interested In two types of
involvement you may have had with these programs: First, if you were involved in the planning of the training session(s),
and second if you were &participant in the training session(s). If you helped plan the training session, then'put a check
in Coluqui,A (Planning); If you participated in the training session, place a check in Column B (Participation). If you
were involved in boih aspects:planning and participatiOn, check both columns.

4

tr.

7-Li c

.4}1,

, co.
-4'" 'PLANING

"Srif.:""
- ,

" f off

r.

Col. B
PAkTICIPANT

a". Summer '74 Staff Inservice

b..We're`Getting Together to Get It Together: Tr.
District Administrative Seminars 1975

;.,
c. "Natio,nal Trends.with California Blends": Special

'Education-Workshops .

,d. "Emergent Adternativesp rlyhildhood,Education"* --
e: Expanding0Sehool community Relations'`

1Cil 'tither than those listed above, how many school-based in-service workshops did you participate in during the fast year?

. ,1,14,______ no!of workshop's' -'''',-
;,.

....
f.sc.

t.;4'' ' -;-- ,

...' ,c,. V.- .' .., ' c

Specify the names 'of the workshops: .., e'$
.,

I -r.. ,
:r - ..:,

-i-,-, . -,..7._____p___,t
: ..?. ' . '', ,_ , ..----!,,,. t4:-.-7 -,

-A,,J 1. Select one oche lyorksh6A-.11,stedsih item 9 above in which you participated and write its name on this line.
.4.-- ,--,, ;.-,.t.41.- !,- ,t, Wi .

l

. 4ter.

4* O
t. 9. -.-lir,

r =' r If rione,'skip to Hein j2. .
47. t

4-1..... t..".. '' ' . '
. 1 Anssiiiite next 12 questions as they pertain to the workshop you just specified on the preceeding line.-..t -.--. .. . .4.-,,.. ..

.
., .. "' a. To what exiknt were piesenptions oethe training effective?w

C.( ).

sk.

-
(kieffive

k

,;.1

-

s A

( )

-is

( )
extremely
effective/

I

t.

O



b. Rate the quality of the material presented in the training.
, .

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
poor superior

c. To what extent were the workshop goals achieved?

(
nocat anti

( ) ( ( ) (
totally

d. To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some need oproblem of yours?

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
verynot at all very well

, What was that need or problem (please explain)?

e. Does that problem or need still'exist?

Yes No

'f. Would you want more training dealing with the same problem or area?

Yes No

g. Would you want more training in some other area?

Yes No

If yes, please specify the area(s):

h. Rate the extent to which you have implemented the practices provided to you at the workshop

implemented
none cif the
practices

( ) ) ) )
implemented
all of the
practices

i. Were you aware that people from other distticts participated in this training?

Yes 41 No

j. As a result of this training, have you made professional contacts with people in districts other than your own?

Yes No

k. As a result of your participation in the above workshop are you more aware of rela ed activities in other
districts?

Yes No

1. As a result of your participation in the above workshop do you think communication between bducators
across districts has been facilitated?

Yes No

12. Select one of the workshops listed in item 9 which you helped plan and write its name on this line:

Ilf you did not participate in Aiming, do not answer any more questions.]

Answer the next, seven questions as they pertain to tie workshop you just specified on the preceeding line.

.

A-4

0



co
O

a. In which of the following ways did you participate in the planning? [check the activity(s) which best
describe(s) your plunning]

(I) planning meetings

(2) personal consultation

(3) memo

(4) otherplease specify

b. To what extent was your input incorporate in the final plan?

( ) ( ) ( )
not at all

)
totally

c. Were people from other districts include in this planning?

Yes No Don't know

d. As a result of these plannirig activities, are you more aware of training activities being conducted in
other districts?

Yes No .

e. As a resulkf these planning activities, do you think communications between districts has been
facilitated') ' . iiet

v. .
a- 'I

Yes No .

f. Do you thtnl that this type of tri-district planning is productive?

( ) ( ) , i ( ) ( ) ( )
totally totally

4 nonimoductive productive

g.

a

As a result of this planning experience, are you better prepared to plan staff development activities9

(
ot at

( ) ( ) ( ) (
uc
)

h
all

,mn

prepared prepared
b'"betted`t t

A

O



STUDENT & TEACHER ACCESS TO RESOURCES & TRAINING

it
(FkART) .

SECTION I: AWARENESS; -44

, - .
I- Within thepakland Public schools is.an organizationithown a71"l e START. Are you familial N, 11 il this kw?- - .

Ye$, No ..
.

.
--;

2. START provides the following kinds of services. Indicate with acheck therme(s) of which you are aware-and rate
the extent to which you have used the services provided by START:

4

-f- a. Education Resotirces (curriculum, materials, facilities,etc.)

4( ) )
made no

°use of this
service

b. ln-Service Teacher Training

( )
made no
use of this
service,

_ _ Cs EducatiOnal COnsultants.
made no
use of this
service

( ) ,( )

made use of
this service a
great deal

)
made use of
this service a
great deal '

.

) .
made use of
this service a
great deal

.
d. Information Dissemination (?,-TARTIT salendar)-, .

--or ,

. : ( ),,. made no .
( ) ( ) ( )

t
(
rtLuse of

u.w of this , - this service a
"sevice great deal

, .

e. Other servtce, please specify

( ) . C ) '( c.

-, ) C)
made no made use of
use of di* this service a4.-
service ,' great deal

o , ..4. -..,

3. Think of the START services you have actually used and write their names below.-Please indicate for each one
the chAnges you have made in your teaching or admihislrativeety,le, approach, methods or materials as a result of that
service. Please list ,any plans, proposals, programs or other documents you produced as aleph af utilizing eath START

*.,,, service. . , .
,. ;a. Nettie of service: /

ReStilt.

oV. to
4 '

b. Name of service: . r

. Result. -

V,

.0

c. Name of service:

Result:

7

7..

°

A,,

A - 6
,

;

A

411



SECTION II. PLANNING AND PARTICIPCTION

4 1 he fulluwmg41 alist,of training programs offered by START during the past year. We are interested in two types 01
invoivenient you may have had with- these programs. First, if you were involved in the planning of the training session's),
and second, if yoki wete a garticipant in the training session(s). If you helped plan the training session, then put a died,
in C ultim n A (Planning). II you participated in the training session, place a check in Column B (Participation) If you

were involved in both aspects. planning and participation, check both columns.

Col. A Col. B
PLANNING PARTICIPANT

a. "Use of 35 mm Camera"

b. -First Vice Principals Gathering

c. Nurses' Inservice

d. .Summer Institute 1975

el Administrators Conference aAsilomar

f. Secondary,Social SitidiesWeekend

g. Parent Effectiveness at Howard School

h. Guided Self-Analysis at Brookfield School

i. Summer Workshop: "A Continuing Search for Human Values"

j. Teacher Shelter
4

k. Outdoor Edukation Enthusiasts
..

I. Leaderihip Lab

5. Other than those listed above, how*nyschool-baied in-service workshops did you participatQin during the last year

no. of workshops.

Specify the names of the workshops.

6, Select one of the workshops listed in item 4 in which you participated and write its name on this line:

If none, skip to Rein 7.,
_.,

Answer the next eight questions as they pelaivto the;woacs op you just special on the preceeding line.
.. .

: i. To what extent Were presentationstof thetrainingeffectiv ?'
,

r (, )
. ( ) '.\ 4 ) ( ) e ( ) > .

Ineffective ,. extremely effective

b. Rate the quality of the material presented in the training. . ,1 ,

1. ( ) ( )kt -) ( ) () )
poor . I \ . A

... ,.. 1

Superior
Nir

e, To what extent werethe workshop goals achieved?
,,, ,

(\ )- .( )q 1 ( ) ) ( )
not at all a t Jotally

4 t".
.

d."To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some need or problem of you'rg?

F '' ( ) ( -9 ( ) ' ' ( ) ( )s
S not at gll totally

1
,. What was (hat need or problem }Tease explairr)?

A -7 .

:.

a

lt



_.

e. Does that problein or need still exist?

Yet No

1. Would your want more training dealing with the same problem or area?

. - Yes No < .

g. Would you want more training in some other area? ---

4

Yts No

h. Rate the extent to which you tiave impleinented in your classroom the practices provided to you at the workshop.

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
implemented,
none of the all of the
practices practices,

i. As a result of your participation in the above workshop are you more aware of related activities in your district?

Yes No

1. As a result of your participation in the above workshop do you think communication'between individuals
has been facilitated? .

/

Yes ' No

7. Select one of the workshop's listed in item 4 which you helped plan and write its name on this line:

.

[If you did not participate in planning, do not answer any more questions.] .

a. In which of the following ways did you participate irf planning? (check the activity(s)which best describe(s)

your planning)

(I.) planning meetings

(2)' personal consultation_

(3) memo

(4) wirer, please specify

b. 'To what eRient was your input incorporated in the final plan?

)
? not at all

).

( ) ( ) ( ) (' ) .
totally

, ..
c. Do you think that this type ofplanning is productive?'

. .

( )
' , ,

( ) s( ) ( ) ( .-)
totally totally

.
. ,

non-prpdu.ctive .. . , productive
.

"
d. As a result of this planning experience, are,youAntter prppared to plan staff development activities?

( ) ( ) .:. ( ) ( ) ( )

all
, .

.

much,not at ,

prepared
. better

.
prepared

. 4'

e. As a result, of these planning are you more aware of training activities conducted in

. your district?

.. ' Yes No '
.. .. ,

,O.
_ ,

f. As a result of these planning activities, do you think communicat1iqn between educators across
, -\ districts has been facilitated? .

, e. .

4 Yes "' No i, N

4 .

,
1
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FY 175 Tables of Computer Data foF BA LC & START Surveys
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1. "Within the Bay Area sclioordistricts is an organization known as
the Bay Area Learning Center. Are you familiar with this organization'?"

A. A ccording to districts

IVES NO- ROW
1 . TOTAL
I .I- I
I I I.
I 2 I# J I. 2
I 1C0.0 ,I 0 I; 1.,8.

. r 1 -i -
I. 23 I 16' F 44

RER*KELEY . I 63.6 I 36. 4 I 404 4
-I - . I -I

I. 30 I 1 I 31
OAKLAND I 96.8 I 3.2 1 .28.4I I I*,I 23 I - 4 I 32J
SAN FRANCISCO I . 87.5 I 12.5 I 29.4I I .I

4
' COLUMN . 38 21 1.09

TOTAL 80.7 19.3 10 G.0

B. According to respondents' positions

; IVES NO ROW
I ,. TOTAL
I ...I .1
I I I

. I :24 I J I 24
GNTR.1 , AD MIIT I 1C 0. a I C I 22. 4

- I I I -.

I . 1.0 I 1 1 11
BL-DG ADM N I 90 .9 I . 19. 1 I 10..3

_ I / I I

I 37 I. 7 I ., 44 .

ECEM TCHRJ I . 84.1 I... 15.9 I? 41..'
'"I 'I : . I ...

I 8 I' - i2 ' I 2,0
SEC TQRR I 40.) I:';.610.0 I '18.7

. _ -I :.. ri- .-I`
I '7 I '..1." Is , 8

"_ OTMR I 87.5 I. ,12. 5 I. ,7.5I / ,
COLUMN 8. 21* 1.07
TOTAL- 80.14 19.6 1.0 C. C'



you aware that the BA LC is a collaborative arrangement among
three districts organized teprovide educational services for
Berkeley, Oakland and San F'ranciscd?"'

.

. According to district'

IVES NO ROW '
. I . 'TOTAL

- I 1.I 2.I ,

I I I
-0 I 2 I 3 I 2

I" too.° I o I 1.8
-I I I

1.. I'. 2'+ I 23 I 44
BERKELEY I 54.5 I ,45.5 I 40.4-._ . I L2. I 29 I 2 I '31

....OAKLAND' I 93.5
.

I 6.5. I 28.4t
. -I I I, . 3. I - 26 I',. 6 I 32.

'SAN FRANCISCO . I 81.3 'I "s 18.8 I 290+-I r i.,
- COLUMN .§1 28 109
.' TOTAL 74..3 -.25.7 100.0

A ncording.tofrespondents1 position's

r
.1.

CNTR1. ADMIN

2.
BLDG A DMN

,

`3

ELEM T PPR

. -4.
.SEC., TCHR --

. - 5.
OTHR.

..

..-

C-01: UMN
TOTAL-

, IYES NO' Row
I 'TOTAL
I 1.I , 2. I
I I .I
I 24 I 0 I .-24

A I 1,9 04 0 'I . 0 I 22.4
-I -------- I I, %.,
I 10 I 1. I 1 11
I 90.9 I- 9.1' I 1.'2.3

- I--- - - -I I
I ;32- I - -: 12 I . 44.
I 72.7 I 27.3 I 41.1
I I 'S. .I B' I .14... 1 . 2C
I -30.0 I 70.0 I. '318.7I I 1
I 7 I 1:.1 8
I 117.5 I 1.2. 5' I 7.5-I , 1 I.

79 28 1C7
73.8 ,, .26;2 10 C C

B-2 .

.6



0- .a ' -:The _BA LC provides in-service training., indicate with a check
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used the
service provided."

A. Accdrding to distridts

IyES NO ° ROW

° I TOTAL.
I 1.1 2.1II -.....---:-.-0 I 2 I '0 I 2

I 206.J I 0 I 1.9
I I do- -I

1. I 21 I 22 I 43 1.9'
9ERKELPY, I . 48.8 I 512 I 39.8 .

-I I -I
2. I 29 I 2 I 32

OAKLAND I 93.5 I 6.5 I 28.7 3.4
-I I I

3i I 23 I 9 I 32'
SAN FRANCISCO I 71.9 I 28.1 I 29.6 2.7.

. . I I I
C'3L;UMN 75 33 108

TOTAL 69.4 30.6 10 0.0 2.'6
''t

Extent of Use

sd

B. According to respondents'positions

IYES, NO -ROW

I .TOTAL
I 1.I 2.1

- - - I I. -I
1. I - 24 I 0 I 24

CNTRL ADMI4 I. 100.0 I _ O I 22.6
. I . i - .I
2.' I ' 1J I! 1 I 11

BLDG ADMN I 40.9 . I 9.1 .I 10.4
-I I

6 . I 29: I J.:. ° I' 43

ELEM TCHR I 67.4 I 32.6 I 40.6_
I I I

4_. I' 4 I 16 I 2

SEC TCHR I 20.J I 80.0 - I 18.9N/
. I, I - -I

5. ,I. 6 I 2 I 8

OTHR ' :1 75.0 I 25.0 I' 7.5
-I I , -I

COLUMN 73. 33 106
'T,OTAL 68.9 '31. i . 100.0

B-3

Exterit of Use

R [ sd

3.9 1.1

.1.5 .7

(6 1.5

1.1

-



.
:3-b. "The BA LC provides needs assessment services. Indicate with a

check [ your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used
the services provided."

A. According to districts

IVES
I
I .

NO

1.1 2.I"

ROW

TOTAL Extent of Use
sd

-0 1 1 I 1 I 2
I 50.a I . 50.0 I 1.9

-I I -I
1.' I 17 I 26 I 43

BERKELEY I .39.5 I. 60.5 I 39.8 1.4 ,.9
I I-1 I'

2. I 13 'I '18- I 31
'0AJKLAND I 41.9 I 58.1 I 28.7 1;6 1.1

I I I
3. 1 I 13 I 19 I 32

SAN 'FRANCISCO I 40.6 I 59.4 I 29.6 1.4 ;8
-I I - ---I

,C01.UHN 40+
.

64 108
TVA', 40.7 59.3 100.0 1.5 .9

B. According to respondents' positions

1.
CNTRL ADMI4

-2.
-481..OG AOMN .

3.
ELEM TCHR,

'4.
SEC TCHR

5.
OTHR

"COLCOL WIN
TOTAL

IVES' NO

I
I 1.1 2.1
I I I
I ler 1 8 I
I 66.7 I 33.3 T`

-I I- I
I 7 I 4 I
I 63.6 I '66.4 I
I 1 I

-I 16 . I 27 I
I 37.2 I 621.8 I

-I- .--; I I
I- 3 I 17 , I
I 15.3 I 85.0 I

.;I----.,---I . .... I
I 0 I 8 I
I 0 I io. I
I

''

I I
. 42 44
39.6 60.4

ROW
TOTAL.

24'
22.6

a'

11
10.4

43
40.6

20
18.9

8-
7.5

106
10 0.0

Extent of Use

0L3

1.2

1.0

1.5

1.2

.6

.0

4.9

41,

0

141.

B -4 Or'



0

3-c. "The BA 1,C provides educational consultants. Indic to with a check
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used
the service provided."

A. According to districts
IYES NO °

- I

I 1.I
-I I

.

ROW
TOTAL

2.1 '
, I

-.J I I I. ,1 I ,
I 50.0: I 50.0 I. f.%

-I I I,
1. 1- 2j I , 23 1 43.

BERK-1LEY 1. 46.5 .I 53.5 I
-I I

.39.8
I

.2. I 23 I 8 I 31
el

OAKLAND I 74.2 I. 25).8 'I 28.7
-I* I I

3. I 20 I 12 I 32
SAN FRANCISCO I 62.5 I 37.5 -I. 29.6

-1 _ I I ,
COLUMN 64 44 " 10 8

. TOTAL 59.3 40.7 100.:1

Extent of Use

B. According to respondents' positiOns _

_

IYES, : NO ROW Extent of UseI. TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1 X sd-I - -I I I

1: I 23 I 1 I 24
I p95.8 ICNT3L ADMIN-

''.---i -I I
4.2 I ..,22. 6

I
3.6 1.2

2. I, 9 I 2 I 11
BLDG ADMN 1 81.8 t,

-.I.o - I
e . 3. \I 26 I

18.2 I 11.:, 4
I

17 I 43

1.7 ,

ia

1.1

ELEM TCHR I 60.5 I 39,:5 I 40.6 2. 0
-I I I.

4. I 3 I
SEC TCHR I -15.0 I

17 I 20,
85.0 I 18.9 1.1 .4

-I I I
i 5. I °1 I 7 I 8 4.

OTH3 I 12.5 I 87.5 I 7.5 1.1. 1.0
. -I I I

COLUMN 62 44 106
., TOTAL .58.5 41.5 1CO.0 2.1 1.3

, my

B-5
G.



-d. "The BA LC prolrides 'other' services. Indicate with a check[your
awareness] of these services, and rate the extent to which. you have
used the services provided."

A; According to distriCts
IVES NO ROW

TOTAL
I '1.I - 2.1

I 0 I 2 I 2
I 0 I 100.3 I 1.9

1 r 4 1 39 I 43
BERKELEY I . 9.3 I 90.-7. I 39.18

- I,
2.. I 12 I 1.9 31

OAKLAND I 38.7 I 61.3' I - 28.7
I

3. I 6 I 26 I 32
-SAN FRANCISCO I 18.8 I 81. 3. I 29.6

- I I ---- "
C)LUMN1. -22 86 108.

TOTAL 20 .4 79.6 - tO 0 .0
. .

Extent of Use

sd

1.3

1.9

.9

1. 5

1.5 1.2

1.t 1.2

B. According to respofidents' positions
-.1:

iyEs NO .-:' ROW
I .10TAL

; I
. -r.I .. 2,-.I

-?4,--r I _ '.- I . ,.....

. i.$:,,t' . ..9 I 15 _I 24.
CNTRL tkoMi4 . ,." I 37.5 I 62.5 I 22. 6.

- I--7-,-..- I . ,-I-- I.

2. 1 3 '' 1 .8' I . 11' :-.I: 27.3 I 7.2 . 7 I '.11). 4 .

-I........1"......r.----.771:, .

3. ..- ..9 I 34 *-1 430.
.1 20.9 I 74.1' I' 40.6
- I ' I I

. k. -I 1 I '19,,.. I 20 -
I 5.-3...r 95,J I 18.9

I. -, I .:.
5. I , 0 -I.. .;8_ I .. 8- :

- r. - 0 I 106.1 I, 7.5.
- I =. -' 1 . , 1 .

COLUMN .22" 84' 106
.

TOTAL' 20';18- - 79.2 100.0

. .

. .

.8LOG AMIN

,ELEH TCHR

SEC TCHR'

OT-HR

of Use

sd6

1.8

0.0 ..



, .

5 -a. "Within the BA LC are several related organizatirs, including the
Teacher Learning Center (tLC-San FranciscQ), Student & Teacher
Access to Resources and Tira:kning (START-Oakland) and the Staff.,
DevelopMent Center (SpC-.BerReley). .Are you :familiar with the TLC?",

A. According to districts

IYLS , , N

I al------TOTAL
I I:I 2.1

, I I -I

ROW

.

70 I 2 I 0 I 2-

I 100.0 I / 0 I 1.8
I I I

1. I 21 I 23 I 44
BERKELEY . I 47.7 I 52.3 I 40.4

-I I I
2. I 13 I 18 I 31

OAKLAND
k.,

I
I

41.9 I
I

58.1 I
I.

28.4

_ 3 9 I 31 I 2 I 32',
SAN FRANCISCO - I 93.8' I 6.3 I 29,4

I .-I- -1
COLUMN 66 43 109
TOTAL 60.6 39.4 100.0

B. .According to respondents' positions

. IYES NO ROW

I TOTAL
I 1.I

... I I -

/41 I .18 I `'6 . I 24

CNTRL ADMIT -I 75.i., I 25.0 I 22.4
. -I I - - - -I
2. I 6) I 5 I 11

BLDG AOMN - I $4.5 I 45.5 I. 13,.3
-I I I,

3. I 28 I 16 1, 44
ELE$ TCHk I 63.6 I 36.4 1 -41.1

-I I I - N

4. I ' 7 I . 13, I 20

SEC TC.HR I ,35.0 I 65.0 I 18.7
-I I I

; 5. I 5 I 3 I 8

OTHR r I 62.45- I 37.5 I . 7.5
-I I I

COLUMN .64 43 107
TOTAL 59.8 40.2 1410.0

,

B-71 !.-%

I.



. . A

.. "1 ;,...
...,L .

5-1y: "Within the BO LC there are several related oro.nizations, including the,.
Teacher tAcarning Center (TLC-San Francisco), Stddent & Teacher
A cicess to Resoutces and Training (START-Pakland), and the Staff
Development Center (SDC-Berkeley). Are you familiar with START ?' "'

A. According to districts

IVES
I

NO ROW

TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1
I I I

0 I 1 1 1 I 2

I 50.0 1 50.0 I 1.8
-I I -- - - - - - -I

1. I 19 I 25 I 44
BERKELEY I 43.2 I 56.8 I 40.4

-I I I
2. I 28 I I 31

OAKLAND I 90.3 I
.3

9.7 I 28.4
I I I

3. I 11. I 21 I 32
SAN FRANCISCO I 34.4 I 65.6 I 29.4

C3LUMN 59 .50 109
TOTAL 54.1 9 1C 0.:

a

a
I

13. According to respondents' positions

1.
ONTRI. AOMIN

.... 2.
SLOG "ADMN

3.
ELEM TCHR .

4.'

. IVES NO ,:, ROW

I TOTAL'
I 1.I 2.I '
I I - I

1 I,.. ' 24I 23
I '95.8 4. 2 ..I 22.4

-I-'--.-----I -----------
I 11 / 5 1 .11
I. 54.5 'I 1+5.'5 I .1.1.3.

- I 1 I
I 22 I '2'2 I 44

'1 50.J e I 50.0 I -41.1
- 1 1". / I

1 3. I 17 I 2C

SEC iT Qt-iFt I 15.3- I 85. J I 18.7
. 1 -I I I

OTHRii

I

,

. I . tt tI . 4 I 8

qtutits,
TOTAL'

'I 50.0 I 56.0 f 7.5_
I I - - -I

58 . 49 1C7
54.2 ..- 45.8 1,C0.,0

9



5-c. "Within the BA LC are several related organizations including the
Teacher Learning Center (TLC-San Franch'eet), Student & Teacher
Access to Resources and Training (START-Oakland) and the Staff
Development Center (SDC-Berkeley). Are you familiar with the SDC?"

. I ,

A. According to districts

IYES NO ROW

TOTAL
I 1.I
I I I

-6 J I 2 I 2

I 100.0 I 1.8
-I I I

1. ,11 18 I 26 I .44\
FIEK:iLEY 4C.9 I 59.1 I 43.4

-I I).
24 I I. .25 1' 3L

OAKLAND I 19.t.: I
z.) I

80.6 I 28.4

3. I 8 I 24 I '32
-SAN FRANCISCO I 25.0 I 75.0\ I 29:4

-I I I

COLUMN 32 - 77 1C 9

TOTAL 29.* 70-.6 100.G

B. According to respondent& positions

IVES
I

NO ROW

TOTAL
I 1.I 2.1 /
I I I

1. I 16' I 8 I 24

CNTL AOMI4 66.7 I . 33.3 I 22. 4
-I I

2 I 7 I 4 I " ,11

SLOG ADMN I 63.6 I 36.4 I 10.3
I I

3. I 5 I 39 I 44

ELEM TCHR I 11.4 I '88.6 I 41.1
I I 7

L. I 2 I 18 I .2C1

SEC iCHR I 1CJ I 9u.] I 18.7
-I \I 4-1 `' I

5. 2 I 6 I 8

OTOR I 5.0 I 75.0_ I 2 7.5
7I I

COLUMN 32 75 IT 7
TOTAL 29.3 70.1

Y



6-a. proVides in-service training. Indicate with a Check [your .

awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this service. l'

A. According to districts

IYEi NO ' ROW
I TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1 .
1 I I

-0 I 2 1 0 I 2
I 10(1.0 I , 0 -I 1.9

-. 1- I 1
1. I 16 I 27 I 43.

I 37.2 I 62.8 I 39.8
- I----,----I --- = - I

2. I 10 tI. 21 I 31.
OAKLAND I 32.3 , I 67.7 I '.28.7

r- I I. 0., .3. I,' 28 I 4 I 32
SAN FRANCISCO I. 875 I 12.5 1 29.6

- I . 1 I
COLUMN 56 52 108

TOTAL 51.9 48.1 100.0

BERKELEY

B. According to respondentst positions

,-Extent of Use

sd

1.3 .9

11. 8 1.3
/1
2.9 1.4

119 1.4

IVES NO ROW
I TOTAL
1 1.1 2.1

. I I I
1. I 18. I ,6 I 24

CNTRL /WHIN I 75.0 F 25.0. I 22.6 .

I ?mill r
2. I 5 I , 6 I 11.

SLOG AD A* I 45.5 I - 54.5 I 1J.4
-I I AND I

3. I 24 I 19 I 43
ELEM TCHR I 55.8 I 44.2:-.I 40.6
.,

4.
I Ii- r
I 4 L 1.6. ..I. ;- 20

e..
SEC TCHR I 29.3 I ,8-0411' 1 fr! 18.9

-I- 411/e I r I -
q,..

5. I 3 I- 5 1 .. '81
OTHR I37. 5 "I. 6a.5 I 7.5,

-I 1 I.
COLUMN 54 '4' 52 106

TOTAL 50.9 : - 49.1 100.0

B-10

t,

Extent of Use

:sd

2.5 1.;`6

"



A

6-b.. "TLC provides a curriculum. library. Indicate 'With a check [your
awareness] and rap the extent to which you have used this service."

A. According to district&

IYES NO

2.1
I

ROW.

TOTAL
Extent of Use.

sd
70 I 2 I 0 I 2

I 100.0..1 0 I

-I ----- 7771
1. s14+ I. 29 I 43

BERKELEY I 32.6 I 67.4 I 39.8, :1.2 .6

2. I 9 I 22 I 31
OAKLAND , 1 29. J I 71.0 I 28. 7 1.9 1.4

-I -- I -",
3. I 24 I 8 I 32

SAN FRANCISCO I 75.1 I ' 25. J I 29:6 2: 6 1.5
I

COLUMN 4+9 59 10
TOTAL. 45.4 54.6 10,0.0 1. 9 1.3

2

a. 'According to respondents' positiOns

\ . IYE$ NO

I ...,

'L I 1.1I
'1 I

1. I . 18 III
CNTRL ADMIN I 7, 5.13 I

I I,

2. I ' 5 I
'BLDG ADMN I 45,5 ,I

- ....1 I

3. I 20 I

ELEM TCMR I 4605 I

.II I
V . 4.....,I 3 I

SEC TCHR _ , I 15.0 'I

1 5. I 1 'I
OTHR I 12.5 I

,. 1 1.7I
COLUMN . 47 ...

TOTAL 44.3.

ROW Extent of Use
. VOTAL.

2.1
I ,

6 I 24
25.0 I 22.6

I

6 _ I . 11

'54.5 .1 100+
I

23 `..I 43
53.5 .1 40.6

I
1:7 I 20

85.,..0 I 18.9

7 I'.., i3" .,

87.5 ,...I: 7.5
7:.11.1. I..,, ..

5:9 1G6
.55:7 1.S.0.9..;

X

2,5

1. 2

2.0

1. ?
,

.

sd

4;6
r

Q

1.4

;

.1°

B-11

z



*5

.

6 -c. "TLC provides educational consultants. Indicate With a check [your
awareness] of this service and rate the extent to whiCh you have
used this service provided by TLC." ./

Pifa 4

A. .According to districts

IVES
I

NO F OW

TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1

I

-0 I 2 I 0 I 2

r.ioo.o
-I I

0 I

rI
:119

1. ' I 8 I 35 I 43
BERKELEY ' I 18.6 I 81.4 I ;39:8

L......-.1._____
2: I 9 I 22 I 31 4

OAKLAND I 29.0 I 71.0` r 28.7
-,I I I. 1

3. I 25 ' I 7 I 321
SAN FRIXNCISCO I 78.1 I 21:9 I 29. 6

-I I "-I
COLUMN 44 64 10 8

ce-
TOTAL' 40.7 59.3 '100.0

. ) .

B. A cdording to' respondents' pOsitiOns )

Extent of Use

sd

1.1 .6

1.7 1:2

2.5 1.5

1.7 /.3

CNTRL

IVES NO R.64
TOTAL

I .." 1.I.

1. .I "; 7. I 24
ADMIN.V. I . 29. 2 I

2. -.";"4 1 I.. it,
."I 4 fi' i63i*.;6. I 10.4

":17 2.6 43
:611.5- I. 40.6

I 20
. I 0.4/. I 85: q I 18.9

fr,;-.

51.;.;f./ 7. 8,
;;;I!, 87.'5/ I . 7.5

COLUtik. 4; 10 Cr
/TOTAL' -','%_;/39.6%. 644', . C

BLDG A DMN

ELEM TCHR

SEC T C HR!

1

OTHR :

Extent of Use

2. 6

1.2

1.8

Li

1.2

sd

1. 7,

1.2

.2

.10

1:7 1.3-

1



6-d. provides needs assessment services. Indicate with a check
[your awareness] and rate the exteptoto which you hase used this

service provided by TLC."

A. According to districts

I I YES NO ' ROW
I , TOTAL
I 1.I 2.h

00 I' I I
0 I 2, I 0 I ,i

I, is 0 I 0 I 1.9'I ... I
I '1. I \-4 7 ,,I 36 I 43

BERKELEY I 16.3 I 83.7 I 39.8
I I - - -4 "'I

2. I '6 'I , 25 I 31..
OAKLAND I 19.4 I "80.6 I 28.7-I I I

3. I 16 I 16. I 32
SAN FRANCISCO I 50.0 I 50.0 I 29.6

-I I I
COLUMN 31 '77 1Q8

TOTAL .2 8 .7 71.3 100.0

Extent of Use

X.

1.0

1.2

1. 7

sd

'1.3 .8

$

B. According to respondents' positions

IVES NO ROW,I - TOTAL
I . 1.I 2.1I--- . -! I . -I

1. I 15 I 9 I 24
CNTRL AOMIN, I 62.5 I 37.5 I 22.6-I I I

2. I 3 I" 8 I 11
BLDG ADM I 27.3 .'I 72.7 I 1J.4

I , I IJ., 3. I '10 I 33 . I . 43'
ELE TCHR I, ,2s3.3 I 76.7 I 140.6

I, ri II. I .4 I 1 1 . 1 9 1 2-0
SEC TCHR I 5.0 I 95.0 I 18.9

4 I .% I I
. 5. I u I 8 'I 8

OTHR I 0 I 100.0 I . 7.5
I

COLUMN 29 77. 106
TOTAL 27.4 72.6 IGO.0

Extent of Use'44

'sd

1.6 .9

1.0 .0

1.3 9

1.0 .0 .

1.1 .4

Iz

1.3 .8

}3,13,



f ,

"TLC provides ,'other' services. Indicate with a check [your awareness]
of theffe services and rate the extent to which you have used these.
services provided by TLC." .

A. According to districts.

. IYES NQ ROW
, I' TOTAL

I 1.1/ 2.1 ( 7(
I 1 1

-o I J I -2 I 2
I - 3 I 100.0 I 1.9 1
I - / I

1 0 . I 1 .3 I 40 I 43
BERKELEY I 7.J T . 91.3 I 39.8 1.0

1- I - I,
2. I ' 6 I 25 I '31

OAKL4N0 I 19.4 I 80'.6 I 28.7- 1.6
-I I . I.

3. I 13 I 1.9 I 32
SAN FRANCISCQ I 40.6 f 59.4 I 29.6 1.8

t

C3LUMN 22. it 8:6 108
TOTAL 20.4+ 79.6 100.0 1.4

Extent of Use

sd

.3

1.2

1.4

1.0

'B. According to respondents' positions

IYES NO

I
I . 1.I
I I

1 I 5 I
CNTRL. AOMII I 33.3 I

I- I
2. I 2 I

BLDG ADMN I 18.2 I
-I I

3. I 8 I
ELEM TCHR I 18-4 I

-I I
4. I 2 I

SEC .TCHR I 10.3 I
-I I

5. I ,2 I
.OTHR I' 25.3 . I

-I----tt- --- I

ROW'
, TOTAL

2.1 /
I

16 I + 24
66.7 I 22.6'

- - - -I ,..

9' i 11
81.8 I 10.4

-I
35 I 43

81.4 I 40.6
-I

18 I 20
90.0 1 18.9

I . ..

6 ,I 8
75.0 I 7.5

----- ---I,
COLUMN 22 84 106

TOTAL 20.8' 79.2 0 1.4

Extent of Use

B-14



7-a. "START provides educational resources (Curriculum, etc. ).'Indicate
with a check [your 'awareness] and rate the extent to which you have
used this service provided by START."

A. According to districts

- lYES NO
I

2.1

ROW Extent of Use
TOTAL'

sdI
0 I 1 I ,1 I 2

I 50.0 I 50.0 I 1.9

1. I 16 I 27 I 43
BERKELEY I 37.2 I 62.8 I 39.8 1.4 1. 0

4 2. I 29 I '2 I
OAKLAND 93.5 -I 6. 5 I

31
28. 7 3.9 1.4

-I I I

3. 9 I. 23 I 32_ ,I
SAN FRANC/SCO I 28.1 I 71.9 I 29.6 7

I

COLUMN 55 53 108
TOTAL 50 .9 49.1 10 See 2.1 1. 6

B. According to' respondents' positions

.
IVES NO ROW Exten of Use
I TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1

-I I I
sd ,

'1. I 23 I 1 I 24
CNTRL ADMIN I -95.8 I 4.2 .I 22.6 2. 7 1. 6-I I - - - -r .

2. I 6 I 5 I 11
BLDG ADMN ( I,, 54.5 I 45.5 I 1:.4 1.4 .9

-I I-------I
3. I 19 I 24 I 43

ELEM T-CHR I 44.2 I 55.8 t 40.6 2.1 1. 6
-I I I

4.. I- 1 I 19 1 20
SEC ,TCHR I 5.0. I 95.0 I 18.9 1. 2, -I I . I

5. I 5 I 3 I
OTHR I 62.5 I 37.5 I

8
7.5 2.1 1.-8

-I I I
COLUMN 54 52 106

TOTAL 50.9 49.1 10 0.0 2.1 1. 6



7-b. "START provides in-service teacher training. Indicate with a check
your awareness) and rate the extent to which you have used this

service provided by START.. "
°/

A. According to districts

IYES NO OW Extent of Use
I TOTAL

2.1
- - -I I - - - - -I

3 I 1 I /I 2
. I 50.'3 I 50.0 7I 1.9

6.1 I --- - - - - -I
1. I 15 I 2,8 .1* 43

sd

BERKELEY I 34.9 - I 65.1 I 39.8
I -,-I . I

1.4 :1.1

2. I 27 I 4 I . 31
OAKLAND I 87.1 I 12.9 / 28,7* 3:4 1. 5
. I I -'' I

3. I 10 I 22 'I 32
SAN FRANCISCO I 31.3 68.8 I 29.6 1.5 1. 0-I I I

COLUMN 53 . 55 108.
TOTAL 49.1 50.9 /0010

. .

2.0 1.5

B. According to respondent& positions

IYES NO ROW

i .1
.-....,r TpTAL

Extent of Use

.I 1./' .2.I 'sd- - -I I I
ii, I 24 I 0 . I 24

CNTRL ADMIN -I /01303 I 0 . I 22.6 3.0 1.4
;. -I I - I

2. I 6 I 5 I 11
RLOG ADMN- L 54.5 I 45.5 I 1:. 4 1.3 .6

-/ 1 I
3. I 18 I -25 1 43

ELEM TCHR I 41.9 I 58.1 I 40.*6 2.2 1.7-I I -,.I
4. I 0 I 20 I 20

'SEC TCHR -1 6 I to 0..0 -I 16.9' 1. 0 0.0
-I 4 I I

... 5. I. 4 I 4 ,I 8
OTHR I 50.0 I 50.0 I 7.5 1.6-I I . I ,11.1

COLUMN 52 54 10.6
TOTAL ;49.1. 50.9 1C0.2 2.0 1.5

,

',B-16

r
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"STA IfT provides educational consultants. Indicate with a check
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which 'jou have used this
service provided by START."

A. According to districts

_ . IYES. NO ROW Extent of Use !
. I TOTAL

I 1.1 2.1 N sd
. _ T I

0

_I
I 1' I 1 I 2

I 50.0 1 50.0 1_ ..t 9 $

-I I --f I

1. I 12 I 3.1 I 43
BERKth.EY I 27.9 I 72.1 I _39.8 1.3 .9

-I I I .

2. I 23 I 8 I 31

OAKLAk0 1 /-74.2 I 25.8 ' I 28.7 2.8 1.5

3.
-'I 17- . I.,
I 9 I 23' I 32

SAN FRANCISCO I 28.1 I 71.9 I 29.6 1.3 - .9
-I I I

COLUMN -.45 63 108
TOTAL 41.7 58.3 100.0 1.81 1.3

B. According to respondents' positions

IYES
I

r
NO ROW

TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1

- - -I I I

1. I 22 I 2 I

CNTRL ADMIN I 91.7 I 8.3 I 2.2.6
-I I

2. I 6 I 5 I 1 11
BLDG AMIN I .54.5' I 45.5 I, 10.4

I I I'

3. I 11 I 32 '/1 43
ELEM TCHR I 25.6 I 74.4/ I 40.6

-I I 4 4I
4, I- 1 I 1/9 I 2C

SEC TCHR I 5.0 I 95".0 I 18.9
I I -/.- -I

5. I 3 I '
/

5 I ',.. 8

OTHR I 37.5 I /62. 5 I 7.5
-I I -I

COLUMN , 43 63 /0 6

fi TOTAL 40.6 59.4 100.0

R

Extent of Use

2.7

'1.1

1.8

1.3

1.8

1. 6

.3

1.4

01.0'

.7

1.3

. B-17



7-a. "START provides information dissemination services. Indicate_ Nith
a check [-your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used
this service provided by START.. " t

A.' According to districts

IYES NO ROW itent of Use
I TOTAL
I 1.I 241 sd

1 I 1 1 2

1 50.3 I 50.0 I 1.9
I Y I

1. I 12 I 31 r 43
BERKELEY I 27.9 I 72.1 I 39.8 1. 5 i. p

*2. I 28 I 3 I 31
OAKLAND I 90.3 I 9.7 I 28.7 3.5 1.4

-I I I

3. I 6 I 26 I 32
SAN FRANCISCO .

fi - COLUMN
. TOTAL

I 18.8

.... 47
43.5

I 81.3 I

61
5'6.5

29,

108
100.0

1.2

2.0

. 7.

1.5

B. According to respondents positions

IYES NO ROW Extent of Use
' i I TOTAL

/ I 1.1 2.1 R sdIJ C 1. I
.f:- I. t

20 I 4 I 24
CNTRL AOMIN I 83.3 I 16.7 . 22. 6- 2.5 1.7

.1 -I- I I
Z. I ' 6 I 5 I 11

BLDG AOMN I 54.5 I 45.5 I .10.4 1.7 1.1
4. -I I I

3. I 15 I 78 I 43
ELEM TCHR I.

t -I
34.9 I 65.1 'I

I I
40.6 2.0 1.4

4. I 0 I 20 I 20, .
SEC TCHR '. I ..I I 100.0 I 18.9 1.1 .4

I I I5. I 4. I 4 I 8
OTHR L 50.3 .1 50.0 I 7.5" 2.1 1. 6

''. , *I, < ... . I- -1 I
COLUMN 1,...; 45 ' 51 106

TOTAL **. 42.5 57.5 10.0;0 2.0 j..5

B=18 4-

F



1-*

7-e. "START provides 'other' services. Indicate with a check [your
awareness] and rate the'ektent to which you have used this service
provided by START:".

A. According to districts

BERKELEY

2.
OAKLAND

> 3.
SAN FRANCISCO

COLUMN

,.. . TOTAL

IVES NO ROW Extent of Use
I TOTAL

.I 1.1- .2.I sdzr -.. ; II 0 r 2 I _2
I 3 ,I 100. 3' I 1.9

, -I I I. _

I 1 I 42 I 43
I 2.3 I .97.7 I 39.8 1.1 .6

-I I .-1 :-I
I 9 I 22 I 31
I 29.0 I

Q1
71. 0 I 28.7 2.1 1. 8

I . r ai
. I 2 I 30 I 32

I 6.3 I 93.8 I 29.6 1.1 .7
-I I 1

.12 96. 108
11.1 88.9 - 100.0. 1.4 1. 2

B. According to respondents' positions

IYES NO ROW
I TOTAL
I 1.I z.I
1 1 .I

1. I . 6 I .. 18 I 24
CNTRL . ADMIN - I 25.3 I 0 75.0 ,'I 22. 6

{ I -,- I - 1 e
2. I I I 11 I 11.

BLDG ADMN . I 3 I.,../00.0 I 13.4
/ -I I I

. 3., I .' 3 I 40 I 43'
RIM TCHR I 7.0 I §3: 0 I 10.6It .. I I-

4. I. . _. 0 I 20 I 20
SEC TCHR I 0 I loo. o I 18.9

..?-1._. _ . _ I I t
5. 1 . 2' I 6' I 8

OTHR I 25.0 I 75.0 I 7.5I- I I
'COLUMN, 11 95 106

TOTAL 10..4 89.6 100.6

B-19

Extent of Use

5c

1.7'

sd

1. 5

1.0 0,0

1.4

1.0z

2.0

1. 2

0. 0

1.9

1:4 1.2

J



S.

8-a. "SDC provides in-service training. Indicate with a check [your
awareness] and rate the extent to which you haye used this service
provided by SDC."

A%. lAccording to districts' 41P

IYES
I
I 1 . I

NO

2.I

"ROW
'TOTAL

Extent of Use r
sd

I J I 2 I 2
I 0 I 100.3 I ..9-I 4

I 16 r 27 I 43
BERKELEY I 37.2 I 62.8 I 39. 8 1.7 1. 3----- I

2. I 6 I 25 I 31
OAKLAND

-I
19.4 I

I
80.6 I 28.7 1.1 .3

3.
'SAN FRANCISCO

1_
I

_ 5 I
15.6 I

27 I
84.4 I

32
?9. 6 1.1 2

T--- - - - - =I '\;
COLUMN 427 1\438

TOTAL 25.0 75.0 1. 3

3 B. According to respondents' positions

IVES
I

NO .
,

ROW
TOTAL

I 1.1 2.1
I I - -rI

1. I ,.14 .1 10 I 24
CNTRL ADMIN I 58.3 I 41.7 I 22.6

I I I
. 2. I 6 I 5 I . 11

BLDG ADMN - I 54.5 I 45.5 I 10.4
I I I

30 I\ 5 I 38 I 43-,
ELtri TCHR I `x11.6 I 88 4 I 40.6

-I -777-11 I 'I
'4. I ' 1 I 19 I . 20

SEC TCHR I 5.0 I 95: 0 I .18.9'-I . 1....I -1
5. I i I . i ,I 8.

OTHR I 12.5 I 87.5 I 7.5
I I. I

3OLUMN 27 79 106
. TOTAL- 25.5- 74.5 10C.0

-

Exteht of Use

V`
J

-1. 6

1. 2

1.2

1.1

sd

1.-4

1.3

5

.4

.4

Vow

-.9



8-b. "SDC_ provides educational consultants. Indicate with a check [your
awareness] and rate the-extent to which you have used this service

provided b,y SOC. "

A. According to districts

IVO NO ROW Extent of Use
I TOTAL
I 1.I 2.1 X sd

- - -I I I

-o I a I 2 I 2
I ` 0 I 100. 0 I .11.9

-I I I

1. I 1.3 .1 '30 I
BERKELEY I 30:2 'I 69.8 I 39.8 1.6 1. 2

2. I 5 I 26 I 31
OAKLAND I 16.1. I 83.9 I 28.7 .3

-I I I

3. I \_,L1 I ?8,) I .32
SAN FRANCISCO I 12.5 87.5 I .29.6 I.0-I I, 'I

COLUMN, R. 22 86 108
TOTAL 20.4 7.9.6 100.0 1.2 8

B. Adcordingto respondents' positions .

IVES NO ROW,

.

Extent of Use
I TOTAL

_}` -)

I 1.I
- I I

2.1
I

. sd
1. I 13 I 11 I 2

CNTRL AOMIN I 54.2 I .45.8 I 22.6 1.7 1.4
-I I -I

2. I 6 I 5 I 11 'dr

BLDG. AOMN I 54.5' I 45.5 I 10.4 1.4 ` 1.2
=I I I

3. I 1 I 42 I 43
ELEM TCHR I 2.3 I 97.7 I 40.6 1.1 .4

I I I
4. I 1 I 1.9 I 2C

SEC TCHR 4. I 5.0 I 95.0 I 18.9 1.2 ..4
I I I

5. I 1 I 7 I 8
OTHR I 12.5 I 87.5 I 7.5 1.1 .4

I I I -,.
COLUMN

TOTAL
22

.20.8
84

79.2
106

1CO.C. 1.3
,

B-21



0

4

8-c. "SDC needs assessment services. Indicate with a check
Iyour awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this
service provided by SDC."

-

A. A ccording to districts

. , IVES
1 I

I 1.1
.I I

,,, , ,,-

...0 I ..i' I
I 0 'I

-I 1

J.. I' 11 I

BERKELEY .P.25.6 I<-' -I I
2. I 5 I

OAKLAND I -16.1 I
- I I

3. I 4 I

SAN FRANCISCO I 12.5 I
- I I

CJLUMN .2J
TOTAL 18.5

NO
t

_

2
100.3

32
74.4

26
83.9

7-8
87.5

88
81.5

2.1
I
I
1
I

r
I
I
I
I

'1
I
I
I

ROW

TOTAL

.

2

1.9

43
39.8

31
28.7,

32
29.6

1e8
1CG.0

Exten of Use

1.'5

, I
1.1

1.0

1.2

sd

1. 2

.3

.2

.8

B. AE'cording to respondents' positions 9

IYFS NO
I- ,

'I 1.1
-I I

1. I' 12 ."I 1.2
CNTRL .ADMI1 I 50.0 I 50. 0-I I .1

2. I 5 I 6
BLDG ADMN .I 45.5 I 54.5 5

^ I I.
3. ,I 1: '1 42

ELEM TCHR II 2.3 I 97.7
I I

)

4.. I 1, I 19
SEC TCHR - T 5.43 1 95.0

tI
:

5. I Ili' ,.,,I 7
OTHR I 12.4 I 87.5

, I - '''' 1
,.

COLUMN 20 86
TOTAL 18.9 81.1

ROW

TOTAL
2.1

I

Extent of Use

X. sd 42,

I 24
I 22.6 1. 5 1.3
I
I 11
I 10.4
I

1.6 1. 3

I 43
I 4G. 6 1. 1 .4
I
I 20
I 18.9 1. 2 ..4

*I . I
.1: $ 8

I 7.5 1.1 .4I I (

.1 . 0 f
1DC.0 1.2

B-25
4)--r

I



)
P, "SUC provides 'other' services. Indicate with a check [your awareness)...

and rate the extent tb which you have used these services provided
by SDC."

A. According to districts

4

LYE NO P,OWV-
I ,

TOTAL
I 1.I . 2.1
Is I -I

-0 I 0 I 2 I 2

I 0 I 100.0 I 1.9
-I I I

1'. --;..1 2 I 4.1 I 43

BERKELEY ,( I 4.7 I 95.,3 I 39.8

-.--,

-I I - - -I

2. I. 2 I , '29 I 31
OAKLAND. I' 6.5 I .93.5 I 28.7

-I I I
3: I ft1 I, ii I 32

FRANCISCO I 3.1 I- 96.9 I 29.16I---"---1-7 -- I
COLUMN 5 103 108

TOTAL 4.6 9.4 013C.0

Extent of Use

5(

1.3

1.1

1.0

1.1

sd

.9

.3

.2

:6.

fi

. - I

s

4

B. 'A ccOrding.IbereSpandents' positions

1'4

.

IYES NO

I '

r 1.I 2.1
I I -I

ROW
TOTAL

,

Extent of Use
V

sda a
.

1. I 4 I 20 I . 24
CNT2L 40MIN i I

.
16.7 I 83.3 I 22.6 I1.4 i.1 -*

. -I I --I
2.

BLDG ADMN
I
I

0
J

I

I

'11 I

100.0 I

11
10.4 1.0 0.0

-I I- I

3. I 1 I 42 I 43
ELEM TCHR , I

-I
2.3 I

I
97i7 I

I
40.6 1.1 .3

4., I 9 I 20 I 2C

SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I '18.9 1.2 .4"
-I I , I

5. I 0 8 I et:
OTHR, I

-I
0 , 00.'0 I

: I
7.5 vq..1 .4

COLUMN 5 101, 106. v)-

TOTAL 4.7 95.3 100.0 1.1 .6

B-26 ,

"t



P

`11-a. "To what extent were presentations [of the workshop'in which you
participated] of the training effective?"_

t,\ `Accordinglto districts

ROW

TOTAL

6
20.0

13
43.3

11
36.7

. 30

1.
BERKELEY

2.
OAK'LA'ND

43
SAN FRANCISCO

COLUMN
TOTAL

I
/

-I
I

I

-I
I

I

-I

I

I

-I

innef-

fective

2

33.3

- 0

J

J.

9.1

3

very 0 extremely
'effective' effective g effective/
I - - -- I -.; I I

'I 0 I 1 I - 3 I
I 0 I 16.7' I 50.0 I
I . I I I
I 5 I 6 I 2 I
I 38.5 I 46.2 I 15.4 I
I I I I-I 1 1 , 6* I 3 I
I 9.1 I 54.5 I 27..3 I
I - - I I

6' 13 8
26.7 1009.0--

. ..,- .

s.

B. KCcording to ik:spondentsl positions
-71 4

4

I
inef-

I
:4 - -I fective* t

1. Iir 1 1
CNTbRL ADMIN I .5.6. -I--

. 2. r 3
BAG ADMN I 0

I
3. I

ELEM TCHR I J

. 4. II- 0
SEC TCiik I ,)

t ','-I ,

5. I 2
.0THR I 66:7

- I-
`COLUMN 3

TOTAL 104.0

ROW

very ex emely TOTAL
I
-effectivteffective 1 eff 6tivet

1

I
,

3,' I
I- I

9 I , 5 I ... 1.8 .,
I 16.7 I 50.0 I 27.8 I 60.6I I I I
I 1 I C I 0 'I 1
I 100.0 , I 0 I ,0 `I,,, 3.3..I I i. - -I '.1I.
I .2 I 3 I 1- I 6I 33.3 I 50.0 I 16.7 I '20.0
I -I I - - -I
I 0 I C I ', 2 I '2I 3 I r I ,lii,i.0 I 6.7I I I 'I
I 0 I 1 I 0 I 3:I 0 I 33.3 I 0 I 10.0
1 I I I

_6 -13 -8 -3G
20.0' 43.3 26.7 100.0

3.9

3.0

3.8.

5.0

2.0

3. 8

sd

, .

O. 0

,

.8

0.0

1. 7

1. 2

B-27



: .. 1 -.7

/,'`

11-b. "Rate the quality of the material 1-T6s;ented 1,n the training [of the
,workshop in which you participatie4.'

.

Accordirig tb districts

: R Ow
- TO.TAL

'
:better I -' superiori\ ':-
- - - -.'- - I I

. 2 I 2 I '.': ii;7

28.6 1 28.6 'I '23*.:.

. I. 1. ', %,,'

7 I. 4 I 11'\

53.8 I.,:, 30,8. -.I 4,3.3.\
. I' :

. '', .

.. . 5 I.:: 4 I .1:0 -.
:5:0. 0 I :; 40.0 I 3-3 ..'3.

: I -I
..

*. 14 10 30 ,.
4.7 . 33.3 100.0.

I
I

---I poor
.

I
I -----

Taverage -
-- T.1 --,

I.. I 1. I 2 I
BERKELEY . I 14.3 I 28.6 :I :

-I I --=1 :

2. I ,l I .. 2 I ;
OAKLAND I .3 I 15.4 I.

1 I 1
3. I 1 I 0 I

SAN FRANCISCO I 1ii.0 I 0 I-I I I
COLUMN 2 it

TOTAL, 6.' 13.3

4. .' .

7 -.: :, .` ...
..--. ....

?: -'-_-.----____. .. .

."--According to respondentsr.positions
_ . - __..........

. .1..

- : '

\ tt

\:`

-

ROM'
t TOTALI- --r -77''21.-r-- -T..'" , I -:" 1 ....,poor -averale, .. Wtter superior -',.' , ..-- ..k.;.,-....- I . . m-I-....,%T.--- -I ---... , I - -.,- -7- - -.I

. - . , : : ,...
. .."' . 1..i. '.''f,,.;;' , 4} -.:.t": 1. , I 1.1.' I 6: *.:I..,..r._.: 18:.

CNTRL, Apt:1IN ,--z-: ;;;:-- ....",,,V,,,I : 5. 6 '.: I '.; 6 1..-1 1 ....3,',.01,1. -.ft; ..66.,,,Id'!,
- ,.....- " -- .

,y,1 2?t. i.., , ,, 4. -,-....6............L.- - 0,....,- -T -...#,K..... -- -1
- -- ,,:.,)'21; .::' ... , 2 .-.::,11,..... 1.1 . r ,..._::., ....1 .. ..... g t .' /, ,. '0 ? 4 '..,...;:':.'sV.,;.."

I --..-- J :t. 15'0. ,1 " I. ::, .: ....-,....: -_-, T. - 0 ;II,* s. 6:.?.::BLDG it(DriN , ...

tt ,..
.,i'' _1.,.*:..,..._,:...r..---. . .I' ':, I , : . , :,..4' .4\1: + .., ,....

3 . t b' . a,.% 1-I ...--.3--",r % 's .2. .-;I..1-- "6..

ELEM dqR .. I,-..'.- '.3*"T:.', -i6a 7 .-1--:-.5.0-it..-; I '33-,;%.1".---r,..-:2.0'. 0,-.... 4:: . ,..,I4.4,4Ari,;,-4.1.4i...-i.,..6:4,.i,..::taP....411"..I
-- ',1.......I ..,..%.:;, ',44 *,, . . ' 5 .% : G a ..1 ., : a:. IT ; 1.51 !:. ,.. : ?

SEC TCHR . .-::. 1."...:12...:,..if:: If 1 : ....: .1:7:T.,;-1.r.i....r....3.;:.,J?4:.:::.1;a7.: ....,:::::.',..41,": '-::.-7: -;.. it 0. b \ I ,.. 6.4
--I-_--.4-....irtA..........c....i......./.,...;..-.1,-,4,..I.

,, ;4, 1.1 lt

5. -I ' 2 I '1,..:;:::::1: --.T .--- '',..G*-:1: - :,.._'-C 07 i :%,;-'iL :a

. .... . .. .........

I .10 a itj :I- :: .."-:0':::71'::.: -.'::...e..: .".il. s -... i) ..t. I ''I6'....\t%, ..A ,.
OTHi

-I , -. ..:- ..- :,- . ,, t,
COLUMN' 2 - .. - -44'':'. :;.': ; :. 1. 4 ..' lit. 4 .. a \ Alli-

..

TOTAL 6.7 ,.,., .13.; -.. "t ; ...le 6 . 'A ' .; 3. :13 , \ 1 u ikg '1: ; :''.
6 ; 1..1 !,,
v ' ,r6, I..: -,, k . ...- .`, I- i .;,..,,, 1, ; :, 7. 7. ik\S A, ,

. ' .: ." 11 ' f i'4. At . i ' . , z : . '.: .; \ '' % t. k t.
i ' , 6 ?;4 ,' ,... ' "14, I,. -4 . .: . ::;f I -' i.

' ......1; .41.
- r ,. 4 ' /

.1.... ',; t ' :. ,1,.. - .
'.... ..\

0.0

0.0'

0.0

t ..114.
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11-ci
.

-p
... .

"Tib.AyfiatAcpent were the workshop goals [in which yOuarti&ipate.4] --,-;.----.

1"11vo4;1:?,"
.

,

. .
.. .-

.. -4- . ."
...-

...e....-
.

,

A. According to districts
/'

oTAi:

6 /not at al.1. some:, - half ±
T ' I

- - - - I 1 -4; I vadat i` tgt1.1_1.yar,' ::.-::
-. 1 . I ';.) - .1.: i I C I .. 3 1 / ',2-:,:1::...-. 6

1 , .

B,E4KELEY I ... ',1 I 1.6:7; 1.
r

0 'I ' 50.0 I 3.--...3..: 1 _20:0-
./ -17-7°- --r''''I - ,:.I s I. - -- I f.-4 : ..."..1 2 .-

r %; .. :
. ,- 2, ..".± :. .J: L' . -0- ,I , ti I 7 I' :i-.-2 '.' 'I 1.3

I. 0 41. 4 NO' 0:: I 1,4 :: 1. -- VI 30.8 I 53.8 I 454.4 I , 43: 3

; . .. . ..--.-1-- ;,- t I 7-.1.----..---- I-.
,*` ' .'-- II.. - 1 . I :. . 3- I 1 I 6''.- I *"..- 3. ',I.:: ......-1-1-.

')°4-SAN r RANG I,,i'C'ci- 1 9s,1'.. I .0 I 9.1 I 54.5 -1 27.0. ..1,.... *36. -7-

." -:. -1- w; -. I I I , I.- -. *--.3'

....., o )(umN , . -:- J. '-
1

5 16. , ,2-:.- 30

TAL- -; 3.3 Zo 3 16.-7 5S..-3' ?3.3 .100.0
_-- .....

-". . .

,

According to respondents! -positions

,
ROW

I '
-',. TOTAL

not at a I
I sale ...,,,q. 'half ." . rao'n 7i ta.t.illja 1 / #-- 31 sd. -:-.0.

I ... I..' I .1 . 0 --1 ,Z ; 11. I 4 I 17
CNTQL 'A DMI'l - I -- 0 ; 0 I 11.8 I ...6:4,.7 I 23.5 I 5.6. 7

I . I -- ,-- I I , I
. 2 4 I ,- J.' -1 0 I 1 I .- 4 I 0 I 2

.1 804. ' ADA t4 , . `I,: ..6 ' I:. ...0 I 50.C. I .50.0 I 0 I 6.7A /

I ."1 I'. I . ; I I
3. I . : , .) .71 0 Z ..- 1_, I 4 IF 1 I 6

.1
.

E/1- EM JTC H R I .; .' I ' .0 I 1'6. 7 '., I' 66.7 I 16.7 I 2-0. 0

'' ' -I,-'" -I' I I - - -I Ii .

,i t.'?; ,4 . 1 : 0 I 0. I . 0 I 0 I 2 I 2

1SEC..TCHR -,..I.' J I ,, 3 I 0 I, 0 I 100.0 I 6. 7,
-. .E.TI I I I' I I
5. I 1. I 1 I .1 ; 0 I 0 I 3

').3THR I 33:3 I 33.3 I 33,0 I 0 ; 0 I. 10.0 2.0 :

Iv. . -I I -- -I-- --.;- 1 I I --- ---
A . .

COLUMN 1 1 5 - 16 7 30,/0
TOTAL '3. 3 3. 3 16. 7.-- 53.3 23.3 -IA 9. 0

.
.4

. \I

B-29
1

3.



O

11-d. "To what extent do you think tie training [of the workshop in which -
you participated] addressed itself to some need or problem of yturs?"

1l

A. According to districts

.
.s.

ot at all I little

*A

'somewhat 'pretty welivery well'

ROW
TOTAL

I I I

-. 14 I 1 I i I 2 I 0- I 4 I 7

BERKELEY I J. I 14.3 I 28,6 I 0 I 57.1 I 22. 6
I I I -- -. I I

Z. I J I 0 AI 5 I 2 'I, b I 13
OAKLAND . I J I 0 I 38.5 I 15.4 I 46.2 I 419

I I I I I
3. I 1 I 1 I 1 I 5 I 3 I 11

SAN FRANCISCO I 9.1 I 9.1 I 9.1 . I 45.5 I 27.3 1 35.5
-I I I I I I

COLUMN 1 2 8 7 13 31
TOAL 3.2 6.5 25.8 22.6 41.9 1u0.0

B. According to respondents' positions

'not at a-11/
- - -I I,

1. I. 1 I

CNTRL A DMI1 I 5.6 I

-I I

2. I 0 I
BLDG ADMN" I J. I

1 I
3. I J I

ELEM TCHR I 0
-I I

4, I 0 I
SEC TCHR ,,, I 0 I

-I I
5. I 3 I

OTHR . I J I
4 IT T.

COLUMN 1

TOTAL - ,,34,a

--
little

0

0

0

3

:il
0

0

0

2
66.7

'2
6.5

. .

I somewhat
I

I 5

I 27, 8
I I.
I '21
I 103..0
I
I . 1
I 16.7
I
I 0

I 0

I.
I "..

I 0
I

8
2.5.8

rpretty. welIE very 'Ten I
I I I
I .4.1 --ti I
I 2242 I 44.4 I
I Ii. I

% I 0 I
I 0 I
I I

0 I
aI'' 1. I 4 I

I 16.7 I .66.7 1 I
I -- I %-I

'1 1 I 1. ±

I 50.0 I 50.0. I
I I I
I 1, 1 0 I
I 33.3 I
I -` I

o I
.I :

- 7 '13
22.6 41.9

C.

ROW

TOTAI.

X sd----,----
18

58.1 4. 0 1;1

2
0.06. 5 3.0

.6

19 4 4.5 .8

2
6.5 4.5 ..7

3
9. 7 2. 7 1.2

31
.= WO WO =1 'I. MI . . . ...

120,0 3.9 .1.1

.B-30



' 11-e. "Does, that need or problem
s

still exist?"

A. According to districts

IVES NO , ROW

.1
I

-I
1.1

: - -I
2.1,

I

TOTAL'

1. I 5 I' 2 I 7

BERKELEY I
-I

71.4 I
I

28.6 I
,41 I

24.1

2. I 9 I 3 I .12
OAKLAND I 75.3 I 25.0 I 41.4

I I I
3. I 7 I 3 i I 1C

SAN FRANCISCO I 70.3 I 3C.0 I 34,5
-I I - -I

COLUMN 21 8' 2a
TOTAL 72.+ 27.6 100.3

..0

.
0 f

.

B. According to positions Of respondents

. r.

r

,/ ., .
v IYES
1

. 1 :
I

1. I 13
CNTRL ADMI1 ., /I 76:5

..I
, 1

,- , 2. I , 2

',BLDG ADMN 4L -.1,100.0
-I

3. I 2

.',ELEM TCHR I 40.0
-I

,4. ;1. .2
SEC TCHR / I 100.J

.

5. I ,2
OTHR I 66.7

-I
C0i.21.41N ° 21
'TOTAL ,72.4

NO

1.I
I-

.
,

2.1
I

ROW

TOTAL

I 4 I 17

I 23%5 I 58.6
'I I
I 3 I 2

*I 0 I, 6.9,
I I ,

I 3 I 5

I 60.3 I 17.2
1 - -' -I'I 0 I 2

.I 0 I 5.9
I I
I 1 I 3'I 33.3 1 10.3
I - I ,

A
8 29

27.6 -100.0

I -' (

_..

B-3r,

- '- :: 1 1,
1'

4

1

*



i

'p

11-f, "Would you want mote training dealing with the same problem
or area?" 0" t

A. AccOrding to districts

,..
f IYESI,

.NO ROW

TOTAL
I 1.I 2.1

...1 -I 1 - I
1. 1. 5 I 2 I 7

BLIRKE LEY . I 71.4
-I

I
I

28.6 I
1

23.3,

2. I 8 I 5 I 13
OAKL AN? I 61.5 I 38.5 I 43.3

=1 I I
.. 3. I 8. I 2 I 10

SAN FRANCISCO I 8G.0 I. 20.0 I 33.3
-I I I

COLUMN 21 9 3C

TOTAL 70.0 30.0 10 G. 0

4.

)
B. According to respondents' positions

f- . IYES' NO ROW ..

- - I i.' TOT AL
I '1.1

. - - - - -I I
1. I 14 I

,CNTil. AOMIN I .62.4 ,0 I
I I

2. I
,1' I

BLDG ADMN .. I - ) 1 ,
I I

3. . I 3 I
ELEM; TCHR ..I 50.3 '1

1 .. I
4. .I 2 I

SEC TCHR I 100.0 r
-I I

tyriiR ) 5. I 1 7
I 33.3 I

.

1 -I - I
COLUMN , 21'

TOTAL
7

7C.7,
,

2.1
I

. 3 I 17
17. 6 I ,56. 7

I
1 1 2

50,..3 I 6. 7
I

3 I 6
'50..0 I 20,,, C.

- I
0 I 2
0 r 6.7

I
2 I

66.7 'I 10.3
3

I
9 . 30

33.3 100..:

/

NI.

t

B-3 A ,,,,
1- -', 5 ; i

.

ss

i



11-g. "WOuld you want more training in some other area.?"

A. Accordihg to districts

. IYES
I
I'

--I
1. I b

BERKELEY , I 85.7
I

. . 2. I 9
Q1KL AND I 75.3

-I
3. I' 8

SAN FRANCISCO I 80. 0
; -I -r

COLUMN 23
. TOTAL 79.3

te

NO

1.I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
'I
I
I

1

14.3

3
25. 0

2

20.0

6
20.7.

2.I
I
I
I
I'
I

61

I
LI

I
I

ROM
TOTAL

7
24.1

12
41.4

10
34.5

)

24
1000

B. According to respondents' positions

IVES NO ROW
I . TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1

- - - -I -- I I'
1. I J. I 2 I 17

CNTl.. AOMIN I 88.2 I 11.8 I. 58.6-I I r I
2. I ' 1, I 1 I ,2

BL DG A DMN I 50.0 I 50.0 I 6.9
I I I . )

,

3. I 4 I 1 I 5
ELEM TCHR I 80.J I 20:0 I 17.2-I.. I Ii ..

Lee I 2 I 0 I 2..
SEC TCHR .1 100.) I 0 I 6.§

.c- I I I '
5. I 1. I 12- I 3'

OTHR I 33.3 66.1 I 1,0.3-I I I
COLUMN 23 . ' 6 29

TOTAL 79.3 20.7. 100.0 .

B43
4
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\
\

\
11-i. Were you aware that people from other districts participated

in this training?" . ;b'

1

A. According to districts

1.4

IYES
I

.ROW
TOTAL

I 1.I 3.1 ,-I - -I I
1., I, -6 I 1 I

BERKELEY I 85.7 I 14.3 I 24.1

2.
-I -=
I 13

I.
I

o

0

I
I - 13

OAKLAND I 1C0....1 I ,, 0 I 44,8
-I -- I I

3. I 9 I, 0 I 9
SAN FRANCISCO I 1C0.3 I 0 I 31.0-I I I

COLUMN 28 't 1 29
TOTAL 96.6 3.4 100.0

B. According to respondents' positiOns

..2.6

-a,

/
. IVES

11
ROW

TOTAL.
I 1.1 3.1
I-':- I - - -I

1. I 16 I. 1 I 17
citrRc ADMIN I 94.1 I 5.9 I 58.6--I I I

2. I 2 I '0 I 2
-.BLDG ADMN, I 10G,.0

. -I I
I

'0 I
- I

6.9

3. -I 6 I 0 I 6
ELEM TCHR , I 100.3

-I I
I

3 I
I

20.7

4. I 42 ''1 3 I 2
SEC TCHR I 100.3 I 0 I 6.q-I I I

5 . I 2 I 0 I 2
OTHR I 1G0.3 I 0 'I 6.9.

1 +I I I
COLUMN 28 1 -' 29

TOTAL 96.6 3.4 100..0

B-34
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a

fr

11-j. "As aTesult of this training, have you made professional contacts
A .

with people in districts 'other than your-own?"

a.

4

A'. According to districts
c.

-,

IVES NO

I - 1.1
I I

ROW

TOTAL

,

1. I 6 I 1 I - '7

BERKELEY I 8547 I 14.3 .1 24.1
-I I I

,
2.

OAKLAND
I
I

8

61.5
I '14,,4 5 I
I na.5 I-

13
44.8

- I 1j I
3, I 8 r 1- -I , 9

SAN FRANCISCO I 88.9 I 11.1 I, -31.0
-I I I'_.' .

COLUMN . 22' 7 29
. TOTAL 75.9 24.1 100.0

f

Be According to respondents' positions

..,,,TYES NO ROW
I ,

.

TOTAL
I 4.1 2.1

-,

I I I

1. I 16 I 1 I 17
CNTRL ADMIN P I 94..1, I 5.9 I 58.6

-I I I
2. I 2 r 0 I .!, 2

BLDG AOMN I 1C0.:,' I. 0 I 5).9
I ' I i- -I1 . I 2 I 4 I 6

ELEM TCHR I 33.3 I 66.7 I 20.7
I I I

4 .4. I ; 2 I 0 I 2
SEC,,TCHR(" r io-o.o I .. 0 I 6.9

I ,'I I I.\
. re I 5. I ,.3

1
I 2 ,I 2

44 0 I 100.0 IOTHR 6.9'
...I..-...".... 1 - I1

COLUMN' 22 7 29
TOTAL 75.9, 24.1. 1CO.0

B-35
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t

11-k. "As a result of your participation in the above workshop, are you
-*- . more aware of related activities in other districts ?"

A According to districts

2

4

.

IVES , NO ROW
I . TOTAL
I . 2.L
I

.

1..
I

1.. I 6 I" 1 I 7
BERKELEY .1 85.7 I 14.3 I 24..1

I I r -I

2. I 12 I 1 _I 13
. OAKLAND I 92.3 I 7. 7 I 44.8

-I 'I I

3. I 9 I d I 9
SAN FRANCISCO I it0.0 I 0 I 31..EFRANCISCO

r- _I I I
COLUMN 27 2 4'29 .

TOTAL 93.1 6.9 100.0 1

B. Accordtrigp respondents' positions

4

e

ROW .IYES NO
.

I TOTAL
I 1.I 2.1

-3 I I I

1. I 15 I 2 I-- 17
CNTRL ADMIN I 88.2 I 11.8 I, 58.6.

I -, - -I .,-. ---I.

2. I .. 2 I '0 I , 2
BLDG ADMN ,I 100.0 I d, I 619

i
I I I

3: I 6 I 0 I 6

ELEM ,.TCHR , I 100:0 I 0 I 20.7
I I I .,

Li. I 2 I 0 I ' 2

`EC.. TCFIR I 10040
S
I 0' I 6.9

-I I I ,

.. ,5. I 2 I 0 I 2

,OTHR I 100.0 I 0 I 6.9
-I I 1

COLUMN 27 2 29
TOTAL 93.1 6.9 100.0

k.

B-36
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r

111. HA s 'a rest t of your participation in the above workshop, do yoti
think com unioation between educato\rs across districts has
keen facili tea?"

4

A. According to districts

IVES
I

NO
.

ROW
TOTAL

I. 1.I 2.1I,I ---.- - -1
1. -1 5 I ' 2 I 7

BERKELEY - I 71.4 I 28.6 I 25;4
I I -I

2. I 12 t 4 1. I- 13
OAKLAND I 92.3 I 7.7 I 46.4

-I I -I_ _-

3., I 8 I Q I. 8

SAN FRANCISC I 100.0 I 28.6
-I I' -I

.

COLUMN 25 !

3 28
TOTAL 89.3 10.7 100.0

.

B. According to respondents' positions

IYES NO

I .
ROW

TOTAL
I 1.I 2.1

- -I -i I I

1 1 14 1 2 I 16
CNTRL AOMIN I 87.5 I 12. 5 I 57.1

-I I I

2 . I 2 I 0 - I 2

PLUG AMIN I 1e0. J. I 0 I 7.1)
-I I - ---I

3. 'I 6- I 0 I. 6

El.EM TCHR I 100.0 I 0 I' 21, 4

-I I I

='I 2'` I 0 I 2

SEC . TCHR I it0.0 I 0 I 7 1
, -I I' I

5. I 1 I 1. I 2

-0THR I 50.0 I 50.0 I 7.1
I I I

COLUMN 25 3 28

TOTAL 89.3 10.7 , 1f00.r, .

B-37
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12. "Select one of the workshops listed in item. # 9 which you helped plan
and write its name below. A nswer the next ... five questions as
they pertain to thisKNorkshop."

. A. According to districts
.

ri
I- '

1

ISUMMER
I

iRIOI_S

I 1.1 2.1
I I I

1. I 1 I 2 I

BERKELEY I 33.3 I 66.7 I

-I . I I

2. I 6 I 0 I

OAKLAND I 46.2 I 0 I

-I I I

3. I 1 I 2 I
.
,

SAN FRANCISCO I 16.7- I

-I I

33.3 I

I

COLUMN 8 4

TOTAL 36.4 18.2

I

B. According to respondents' positions

CALBLOOS R W
TOTAL

3.I .

I

0' I 3

0 I 13.6
I

- 7 I 13
53.8 °I 59.1

I

3 I 6

5c. c. I 27.3
I

1C 22
45.5 100.0

.+1M,MIMM11........

ISUMMER TRIO' S CALBLNOS ROW
I TOTAL

'I 1.1 2.1 3.1.

I I I I

1. I 7 I 4 'I 7 I -18

CNTRL AOM1N I 38.9 I 22.2 I 38.9 I 85.7
- I I I I

3. I ' 0 I 6 I 3 'I 3

RELEM T ig , I 0 I 0 I 100. (1 I . 14.3
- I. r I .. I

COLUMN' 7 4 .10 21
TOTAL 33.3 19.0 47.6 100.0

I
...,, a-1 .§i
, r

%---------"-i
4 p

B -38



12 -c. "Were people from ot(er districts included in the planning [of ..

the indicated workshop] ?"

Ae,

ACcording to districts

IVES
I

NO" ROW

TOTAL
I ,

I

1.1
I ..

2.1
I

1.- I °4 I 0 I 4
BERKELEY

2.

I iod.a
-1.,

I 11.

I,

I
I'

J

1

I

I

I

.18..2

i2
OAKLAND I 91.7. I 8.3 I 54.5

!!I . I - - -I

3. I 6 I 0 I 6
SAN ,FRANCISCO I 100.0 I 0 I 27.-3

-I / I
COLUMN 21 1 . 22.
TOTAL 95.5 4.5 1040

B. Ac.cording to respondent& popitfons

IVES
}

ROW

I TOTAL
I 1.1
I I

1. I 19 I 19
CNTRL ADMIN I 100.0 I 90,.5

-I I

3. I 2 I 2
44

E,:-EL M TCHR I 100.J I 9.5
f441,

-I I

COLUMN 21 21
TOTAL 100.0 100.0

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS _= 89

- B-40
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"

12 1".A s & result of these planning activities, are you more aware
of training activities being conducted in other districts?"

- j

A, According to districts

IYES
I
I 1.1

NO

2.1

ROw
TOT AL

- - -I
1. I 4 .I 0 I 4

BE 1,"100.a I 0 I 18. 2

2. I 9 I 3 I . 12
OAKLAND 1 75.3 I 25.0 I 54.5

-I 'I ----- --I.
3. -I 6' I 0 I 6

SAN FRANCISCO. I JO O. 0 I U I '27..3
-I I I

COLUMN 19 ;', 3 22
TOTAL 86.4 13.6 1,80:0

4 ,

B. According to respondents' poSitions

IYES NO ROW
I TOTAL.

1.1 2.1
I ' - -I I

1. I 17 I 2 I 19
CNTRL ADMIN I 1'89.5 r 10.5 I 90..5

-I ., I. I
3 I '2 I .0 I 2

ELEM TCHR I. 100.0 I 0 I 9:5
=I' . 1 I.,

. t COLUMN 19 2 21
TOTAL 90.5, 9.5 100.0

C
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1

l2-e. "As a result of these planning activities, do you think communication
bftween districts has been facilitated?".

A. I. According to districts

IYE'S-:
I

NO , ROW

TOTAL
I-, 1.1 , 2.1

= =I I - I
1 . I . 3 I ' 1' I I,

BERKELEY 1- 75.0 I -25.0 I 18.2
-f I ----- -1 '.

2 . I 1 0 I -2 ' I 12
O-AKL AND I 83 .3 I 16.7 I 54.5

-I -- - -I I
/63. I 6 I a I'

SAN FRANCISCO I 100..) I 0 I 27.3
-I I I

COLUMN 19 < 3 22-
TOTAL 86.4 13.6 100.0

B. According to responcle4-ats'.positikps

810

BYES 'NO
I

I 1.1 2.11 .` ..=I
'ROW

TOTAL

1. I- 17' I -2 I 19.
CNtRL- ADMIN I 89.5 I 1U.5 I '90-,. 5I 1 NI

3. I 2 I 0 I . 2
ELEM., T CHR,,, '''', = . I 100.0 I '0 I 9.5

- -I ..I=' I
OL UM14 19 2 21

* L 90.5 ; 9.5 100.0

..
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,!'. '' /.: i'
...../ .

I .5 ,./'d.' I 'r' ' t; ; .,' /: i ' . j..
12 -f. "lio ycip think ,t, at i .:.tyPe, of tti-cgstricrtaianning is-.prodpcfive V

. I i.. :II ), 4. ,,'a . .
, . . %...

'':'
,

I

A, A c
.

' ..,
_1 r,:' .) ROW' .

1

1 li.t1 some ve'ry ,' totally TOTAL::,..
1

I pi4dUCtiptkpfeductivep tocitie tiVe I productivi : : .

; - - I . .1 1-.4., -i . 0.
1. / . '..4:

4 4

1-4,---, I i I 0 ..t. 3*.- I 0' Ii. . 4; 1

1 25.,0 . I o . 4 I 75.G I '. 0 ff.:41...8...',,

- 1 A -I - --1 -..- -I --, .., . I I ... 1. ),1. ' t,;.
4, I 1 ; 2 I' : -' I 5 ,I 3 I 1,, t, 12'

OAK ,N'O I. ' I tort.'fl Z .2;6.7 I 41.7 I 25.0 I '54.5::
-I - --!- --r. , --- 1, I .1 .

f., 3. I 3:` 1' o 1 / 2 1 4 I . 6 /
, . ,

SAN Fi',2;ANCraTO I ., 3 . 1 . 0 I 33.3 I 66.7 I 27.3:
.. -I 1 ' ;,-I I \ I I

- Cktr_PMN
1 '

..../
10

, .

7. 22.1 1 .f
TOTAL. 1 3.45 9. 1. 45.5 31:8 100:0

. ', ;

... ; 4 : .,1 .
a : ` 4.(",

s-, i

'
,

41 '. \ ., : i.,
1; i t:-

,1 . ,

BERKELEYEY

4°-

. ' -
*

A:- 1,1'4',

,t B. ;At cording 'to respondents' positions

. ..
. A

VA

1/4

!. ''.1 \: tt ...
'4, ',1,' '....:: 4, ,', tj
\\ '" .:, .4 \ \, /4 -1 little , .t. some ,. ry totally

al. '. oduc tivetzroduc tivei oductili.productili
\ %

t "'1.
-_-.-......./ . .

. \N, \ 1 a,...: \ 1\. 1,4A \:: '- 2 .1% 1 I 9 .1 7 I 19'
I CNTRL AO\MISI;- \ 'z 1,':-.4.0,: 5 I `, 5a 3 I 47.4 ,I 364 8 I 90.5

," - - -I I ... I I ..

, -e.. t A le..- :,,..., \ a -,,. k 1 ': ::...1) . 1 *A' I 0 I ,. 2
ELEM TCHR ''';'..;N I ,.; '3\ I '0 I cr 'I o .I 9.5,

COLUMN\ \,,N,

TOTAL T,;;.\\ .

\' \ - I - =... \is\- I ,", I
4:x. ',. i, ..

'''' 4 8- N... 4, .

.. it ,
lent.

I

3.7.3'

I

1" Cl3 ::',. ,

,.
N.\

1/4. ,,
':, .. /v.

1/4..

.ROW
TOTAL

sd-

.9
1/4

1.4

"A

tit
.

B-43- 5'1



12 -g. "Aka result of this 'planning experience, are-you better prepared
to plan staff development activities?" f

.3

A. According to districts,

.

ROW ,...
./

i TOTAL .:/ a little 1 some I adequately much hetter

ILIZARAXed.-IitteQUEii-i.pxeria.r.a..:I-.pre.parezli sd

1 . I .2 I 0 I 1 I 1 1. 4
BERKELEY I 50.0

-I
I
I= --

0 I
- - - - -I

25.0 I
I

25.0 I
I

19.0 3.2 1;5

2.. 'I 1 I 4 I 3 I * 4 I 12
OAKLAND I 8.3 I 33.3 I 25.0 I'-' 33.3 I 57.1. 3.8 1.0

-I I I I I
3. I J I 0 I 2 1 3 I 5 4.6 .5

SAN FRANCISCO I 1 0 I 4043 I 61...0 I 23.8
-I. . I I. I

C 0.Witi.M:::: :. , A , 4 , 6 8 21
---z-.4tOTAL i 4 . .31. 19.0 28.6- 38.1 100.0 3. 9 1.2

According to respondpnts' positi6ns
.:

-?

.

some adequatelynifiCk better

-04-i- I -
',2 i I prepared 'prepared trepsted I..:0-ep4red - I

I I . I
,

.

,* 1

;4. ;,.. 1 . 2 I 3 I 5 I 78 I ',1.8
CNTRL. ADMIN. .'';.:I. 11-4 r.;16.7. I 27.8 I':4#.4., I 40:0

1...7`r... I I Ak.- .!f.- .... ..rI- ...

3. ..Is 1 1. 0 I i I . a, '-I k
ELEM TCHR I, 50.3 I 0 I 50.0 1-' :0. I 10.0.

I I I Ia. _ I. ..
COLUMN 3 3 6 , -8 i 20

TOTAL. 15.0. 15.0 . 30.0 .40.-0_1 100.0 ';
,. .

7.

3 ii

.41 cr.
s:t

B-,44
sof'

).

7.

I
.3
I

sd

3.2 1;5

3.8 1.0

4.6 .5

3. 9



1. "Within the 0?..kland Public Schools is an organization known as the
START. Are you familiar with this organization?"

09.

IVES
I

s I

NO

I 'I
ROW

TOTAL,

. I I II 13 I 0 I 13
, BLOG .ADMN I 100.0 I 0 I 25.0

I - -- I I
I 21 I 0 I 21

ELEM TCHR I 100 .0 I 0 I 40, 4I I I
I 11 I 1 I. 12

SEC TCHR I 91.7
-I

I.
r

'"Er. 3 I
I

23.1.

I 5 I / I 6
OTHk 4 I 83.3 I 16.7 I 11.5

-I I I
COLUMN 50' 2 52

TOTAL 96'.2 3.8 100.0

t ..'' .

. -
..." I

i 1 1 '

,r ..
:i i a ..." evr

.

;1 /.. .

, 4 B-45
if



i I

2 -a. "START provides. Education Resources. Indicate with a check [your
awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used this service."

A. Awareness

G ADMN

ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR

IYES
I

. NO

TOTAL
ROW

I I I
a .. T I orI

2.
i

I
I

mI

13
100.0

I
, j

I
0

0,,
I ,

I
I

13
25.0

3. I 20 1 1 I 1.k, 21
I 95.2 I 4.8 I 40.4-I I I

4. I 11 I 1 I 12
I 91.7 I 8.3 I 23.1-I I T

.5 I 5 I 1 I 6
I 83.3 I 16.7 1 11.5

C11 LAIN 49 . 3 52
.TOTAL 94.2 5.8 100.0

L

A.. 1'

C

Extent of Use-

I- 4

INONE LITTLE
I
I I
I I

2. I 1 I 1
BLDG A DMN I 7.7 I 7.7

-I I
3. I' I 1

ELEM TCHR I 9. I .4.8
., -I - - -I

4. I" 3 I 1
SEC:. T.CIIR I 25.0 I 8. 3

-I I5. I' I. I 1.

43THR I 16.7 I 6. 7
-I I

COLUMN 7 4
--- ]TOTAL , 7.7
1

13.5

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

SOME

2
15.r4

.3
14.3

3
25.0

1.

16.7

9
17.3

MUCH .VERY MUC

I I
I I
I 5 I 4
I 38.5 I 30.8
I I
I 81 I 7
I 38.1 I 33.3
I ,I
I 1 I 4
1 8.3 ., I 33.3
I Ir . 1 I .2
t 16.7 I 33.3'I "I

'15 17
28.8 32.7

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

ROW,

TOTAL

13
25.0

21'
40.4

12
23.1

6
11.5

. 52
100.0

5?

3.8

b3.8

3.2

3,3
..

3.6

sd

1.2

1. 2

1. 6

1. 6

1.4

- ,

B-46 r^t--
.
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2-b. "START provides In-Service Teacher Training. Indicate with a
check [your awareness] ,and rake the extent to which you have used
this service.

A . Awareness

J IYES
I

NO ROW.
TOTAL

. I t I
I I I

2: I 12 I. 1 I 13
BLDG AOMN I 92.3 I 7.7 I.. 25.0

-I I -I
3. I 17 I 4 I 21

XLEM TCHR I 81.0 1 190 . I--, 40. 4
-I I -I

. 4, :I 11 I 1 'I 12
EC TCHR I 91.7 I 8.3 I 23.1

I 'I I
5. I 5 I 1 I 6

OTHR, I 83.3 .1 16.7 I 11.5
-I I I

COLUMN 45 7 52
TOTAL 86.5 13.5 106.0

B. Extent of Use

e t

BLDG AOMN
,..

ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR

.

. 2 .

3,

41,

5.

COLUMN
TOTAL

INONE
I

I

I

I I+

I 30.8
I
I 6
I '28.6

-I
I 3

I 25.0
-I
I 2

I 33.3
-I

15
28.8'

LITTLE

I

AI
I 0

1 0

I
I 2

,,,I 9. 5
I
I, '''' 2

I 16.7
I
I 0
I 0
I

4.
7.7

SOME

I

I

I, .1
I 7.7
I
I 2

I 9.5
I
I, 2
I 16.7
I

, I 1
I 1.6.7
I P

6
. 11.5

.I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

, I
I
"I
I
/

MUCH

4
( 30.8

4
19.0

r
3

25.0

1
16.7
"%

12
2.3.1

'

VERY MUt

....I' .I
I I
I 4 I
I 30.8, I
I I
I 7 I
I 33(a. I
I I
I 2 I
I 16.7 I
I I
I' 2 I
I 3363'' I
I I

15
28.8

ROW

TOTAL

13
25.0

21
40.4

.12
23.1

6
11.5

52
100.0

.4001

3.3

3.2

2.9-,

3.Z

sdI

1. 7

1.7

1.5

1.8

1. 6

B-7 ,

0
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L

IR

2-c. "START provides Educational Consultants. Indicate with a check
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used,this
service. ".

)

A. Awareness .1 :
''. '

7

. 't YES NO ROW

I TOTAL
I
I

I
I

Ii
2. I 11 I 2 I 13

'BLDG ADMN I 84.6 I 150+ I 25.0
-I I I

3. I 17 I 4 I 21
ELEM TCHR I 81.0 I 19.0 I 40.4

r I I
4 I 10 I 2 I 12

SEC TCHR I 83.3 I 16.7 I 23.1-I I I

.0THR
..,=

40 I
I

5
83.3

I
I

1
16.7

I
I

-6
11.5

-I I I
COLUMN 43 9 52

TOTAL 82,.7 17.3 100.0

B. Extent of Ti Se

t.!

BLDG AOMN

ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR ,

.0
.

2.

, 3'.

4.

5.

COLUMN
TOTAL.

INONE"
I
I I
Ia. I
1 4 I
I 30.8 I

-I I
I 9 I
I `. 42.9 I
I I
I 5 I

41.7 I
I

I 3 Ii 50.0 , I
-I . . -I

21
40.4

LITTLE

1
7.7

3

14.3

5
41.7

2
33.3

11
21 2

I
I
1
I
I
1
I
I
I
I
I
1...

I
I

SOME

1
7.7

4
19.0

0

0

1.

16.7

6
511.5

MUCH

I
I
I 6

.1 46.2
I
1 * 2
I 9.5
I
I 0

I
I

0

I 0

I 0

1N
8

15.4

lb

,.

VERY MUC ROW

TOTAL
I I
I I
I i I 1.3
I 7.7 I 25.0
I I
I 3 I 21
I 14.3 I' 4064
I I
I 2 I 12
I 16.7 I 23.1.-
I I
I 0 I 6I' 0 I, 11.5
I I

6 . 52
11.5 100.0

R

2. 9

2.4

2.1

1. 7

2. 4

4/ t

13...48

) ...tom'

.

1

1



2-d. !'.START provides Info.rmation pissaemination; Indicate with a check
[your awareness] and ratethe extent to which you%ave used this
service."

BLDG ADMN

ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR

A. Awareness

I YES
I

NO ROW

TOT AL
I .I ".I
I I I

2. I , 13 I 0 I 13
BLDG AbMN I 100.0 I 0 I 25.0I I I

3. I 19 I 2 I 21
ELEM TCHR I 90.5 I 9.5 I 40.4

I I I
4. I 11 I 1 I 12

SEC TCHR i I 91.7 I* 8: 3 I 23.1
I I I I

54 I 5 I 1 I 6
OTHR I 83.3 I 16.7 I 1'1.5

I I I
COLUMN 48 4 S2

TOTAL S2.3 7.7 100.0

7
B. Extent of Use

. INONE
II

LITTLE

I I
I I
I 0 I 2.
I 0

-I
I 1.5lf 4,

3. I 5 I '-.3

I 23.8 I 14.3
I I .

4. I 3 I. 1

I 25. 0 I 8. 3
-I .I

5. I 2 I 0

COLUMN

I 33.3
a/ ,

10

I 0

I
6

TOTAL 19.2 11.5

SOME '-MUCH VERY RUC ROW

TO.TAL
I
I
I
I ,I
I
I
1
I
I
II.
I
I

.I ,

- -I
2- I

15.4 I
I

. 5 I
23.8 I

I
6 I

50.0 I
I

1 I
'16.7 I
7 1

14'
26.9''

I L4.

I
4 I 5

30.8 I 38.5
I

2 I 6
9.5 I 28.6

- - -I

2 I 0

16.7 . I 0.
-I

3 I 0

50.0 I 0
I

11 11
21.2 21.2

T

I
I

- I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1
I

13
25.0 .

21
40.4

12
23.1

6
11.5

152
10U. 0

B-49
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2 -0. "ST%11{T prkt;vides °they kinds of servides. Indicate with a check
[your awareness] and rate the extent to which you have used these
derovices."

A. Awareness

IYES
I

NO ROW-
TOTAL

I ,I I
I I I

2. I 11 1 2 I 13
BLDG ADMN I 84.6 I 15.4 I 25.0

..1 I . I
3, I 10 I 11 I 2t

ELEM TCHR I 47.6 I 52. 4 I 40.4-I I -- -I
4. I 9 I 3 I . 12

SEC TCHR I 75.0 I 25.0 I 23.1
-I I X4I

5. 1 if 1 2' I 't 6
OTHR I 66.7 I 33.3 I 11.3

-I -- I I
COLUMN 34 18 52

TOTAL 65.4 34.6 100.0.

C

B. Extent of Use

....

2.
. BLDG AOMN

3.
ELEM TCHR

4.
SEC TCHR

5.
OTHR

'COLUMN
TOTAL

/NONE
I
I
I
I 3
I 23.1

-I
I 13
I 61.9
/
I 5
I 41.7
I
I 3
I 50.3
I

24
46.2

LITTLE

,I
I
I 1.
I 7.7
Z:
I 2
I 9.5
I
I 1
I 8.3
I ='
I 0
I -0,
I

4
7.7

'I
I
I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I
I
I

SOME

J0
0

2
9.5

1
8,3

.f'
1

16.7
4.

4
7.7

MUCH

>I
.N P
I 3
I 23.1
I .

I 0
I 0
I
I 1
I .8.3
I
I 1
.I 1..6.7
I

9.6

.1
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

-

VERY MUG

6
46.2

4
; 4
19.0

4
33.-'3

1
16.7,

L-,

15
28.8o
.,

ROW

TOTAL
I,
I
I 13 3.6I 25. 0
I
I 21.
I 4+0; 4

2.0
I
I 12 2.8I 23.1
I
I 6 2.5I /i.5
I. ...IA-

52 2.7
. 100. 0

L

sd

1.7

1. 6

1.8

1.8



r

4. "The following [a-1] is a list of training programs offered by START....
First, .if you were involved in the planning ofthe training session(s),
place a check in Column A (Planning), and if you participated in the
training -session(s), place a check in Column B (Participation). If you
were involved in both planning and participation, check both columns.

4-2tv, "I.3 e of 35 mm Camera"

A. InvolvemIA in Planning

IYES
I

J410 ROW

TOTAL
I I I
I I I

-I 0 I 13 I 13
BLDG AIM' I 0 1 100.0 I 25.0

-I I I
, 4 I 0 I 21 I 21
ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 40.4

:,- I I n
I 1. I 11 I 12

SEC TCHR I 8.3 I 91.7 I 23.1
I I .. I
I / 0, I 6 I 6

OTHR I 0 I 100.0 I 1.1.5
-I I I

COLUMN 1. 51 . 52
TOTAL 1.9 98.1 100.0

B. Participation in Training

. .YES
I

NO
,

ROW
TOTAL

I I n,..t I
I I I
I 2 I 1 I 13

SLOG ADMN I' 15.4 n I87 I 25.0
. -I I 7 I

I 0 I /'', , 21 I 21.

ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 40.4
--I I I

I 0 I 12 I 12
SEC TCHR . I 0 I .100. 0- I 23.1

-I I I
I 1 I 5 I 6

OTHR r I' 16.7 I. 83.3 I 11.5
-I I . I

COLUMN 3 49 52
TOTAL . 5.8 94.2 100:0

-

B -51



4 -h. "First Vice Principal's Gathering"

A. Involvement in Planning

fYES
I

I' .I
NO ROW

TOTAL
, ...

I I ,I
I 3 I 10 I 13

BLDG ADMN s' I 23.1 I 76. 9 ',. '.1 25.0 .

I I I
. I 0 I 21 I , 21

.EL' EM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 .1 40.4,- I I )--I
. I 0 I 12. I 12

SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 23.1-I I --I'
I . I '3 I 6, I- ,,, 6

OTHR ''I ' 0 -I 100.0 I. 11.5
I - -- I i 4

COLUMN') 3 49 52
, TOTAL , 5 . 8 94.2 fi' /0-0--C

I
Ds Participation in Training

IVES
I

NO ROW

, TOTAL
. I I / 4

I I I
I 3 I '10 , I 13

BLDG ADMN I 23.1- I 76. 9 ,I 25.0I I " I
I 3 I t.l.' I 21

ELEM TCHR I 0I
,,I -13

I 1004,0 I
I,.. , 1

°1 12 I
40.4

12

SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I
'

23.1
I I - --r I
I 0 1 6 I 6

OTHR I j', 3 I too. a I 11.5
. I I - I

COLUMN 3 49 . 52
tfr TOTAL 5.8 . 94.2 100.0

B-52 r.) ,
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4-c. "Nurses' Inservice"

A..

A. Involverrie in Planning

r A

IYeS
I

NO ROW

TOTAL
I .I I
I I I
I 0 I 13 I 13'

BLDG ADMN I 0 I 100%0 I 25.0
-I I I
I 0 I 21 I 21

ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 40.4
-I I I
I '0 I 12 I 12

SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 23.1
) -I I I

I 2 I 4 I 6
OTHR . I 33.3 I 66.7 I 11.5

-I I ---I
,COLUMN A. 2 50 52

TOTAL 3.8 96.2 10,0.0

Pb

B. Participation in Training

jYES
I

NO ROW

TOTAL,-
I
I

I
I

I
f

I 0 I 13 I 13^
BLDG ADMN I 0 I 100.0 I 25.0.-I I I

I -0 I. 21 I 21
ELEM TCHR' f I 6 I 100.0 I 40.4

-I - -. I. I . .

I
1

0 4 I 12 I 12
SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 23.1

-I--: I I
I I I 6

OTHR I 66.7 I
,i2

33.3 I 11.5
-I - -I I

COLUMN 4 48 '52
TOTAL 17..7 92.3 100.0'

B-53-
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4.

P
,..

4 Id. "Summer Institute 1975"
... ,v.- _

f

, i

i

A. Involvement in Planning

/
0,4

IYES NO ROW

I TOTAL

' I t I
.., I I I.

I 1. I .12 I 13
BLDG AfiMN I 7.7 I 92.3 I 25.0

-I -,%L_ - -II G 21 I 21
ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 40.4

-I I I
I 1 I 11. I 12

SEC TCHR I 8.3 I 91.7 I 23.1
-I I I
I 0 I 6 I 6

OTHR I , 0 I 100.0 I 11.5 ..
.I I I

COLUMN 2 50 y 52
TOTAL 3.8 96.2 100.0

.1

e.

,

B. Participation in Training

4 .

s IVES
I

NO ROW

TOTAL

A.

I I .I
I I I

_ 1
1 I 12 I 13

BLDG ADMN I 7.7 I 92.3 I 25.0
-I , .

I I
I 0 I 21. I 21.

ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I' 40.4
_-,I I I

I 2 I lb I i
SEC TCHR I 16.7 I 83.3 I 23.1

-I I I
I 0 I . 6 I 6

OTHR I 0 I 1.00. 0 .11.5
-I I

COLUMN 3 49 52
TOTAL. 5.8 94.2 100.0

.:,.

B-54
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"Secondary Social Studies Weekend"

a

A. Involvement in Planning

. IYES NO ROW

I . TOTAL
I I _1
I -- I
I . I 13 13?

BLDG AOMN I 0 I 100.0 I 25
I I -I

P I 0- I 21 I 21
ELEM TCHR - ' I 0 I 100.0 I 40.4

/ I t - - -I
I 1 'I 11 I 12

SEC TCHR I 8.3 1, 91.7 I 23.1
...I Isir7 I
I. 0 I ' 6 6

OT HR I 0 I 100. 0 11.5I I
COLUMA / 51 52
'TOTAL 1.9 .. 98.1 , 100.6

B. Participatio in Training

oP

.., IVES NO ROW

I. TOT,AL.
I ' I I
I I I
I . 0 I' / 3 . I 13

BLDG MAN% i 0 ;I 100.0 I 25.0I 4,r I
. 1 0 I .21 I 21

ELEM, TCHR I 0 I 100:0 I ,40.4.I------ I.4I
I 1 I . 11 .1 12.

SEC TCHR I 8.3 I 91.7 I 23.1
I II t
I 0. I 6 I 6\ I 0 I 100.0 I 11.5.0THR

..1. ..1 *I
COLUMN 1 .51 52..

TOTAL 1.9 98.1 100.0

B -55 el "A. 4
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A

4-f!. "Parf:nt, Eff(Ictivimr.fss at Howard School"

A. Involvement in Planning

BLDG ADMN

ELEM TCHR

INO ROW

I s TOTAL
I -

I p I 13.
I 100.0 I 25.0

- I ------ - -I
I 21 I 21
I 100.0- I. 40.4

- I 'I
I 12 I 12

SEC TCHR I .100.0 I 23.1

I- -6 1 6
OTHR I -10 0 I- 11.5

I
, COL 5 2

-10 0,-. 0 1004 0

. Participalion-In Tr,aining

/NO
I 4-

ROW

TOTAL
I I

I
I 13 .1 13

BLDG ADMN: I-100.0 I 25.0
-I -----
I 21 I 21

ELEM TCHR I 160.0 I 40.4
I 46.

I 12 I 12
SEC TCHR I 100 .0 I 23.,1

-I I
I 6, I 6

OTHR I 100.0 I 11. 5
-I .I

COLUMN ,
TOTAL

51 52
100 .0 100. 0

B-56 r-



'4:--h. ,"Guidea Self:-Analpis at 'Brookfield Schoo '
of

,

,

A . Involvement iii'Planning

\.\s
1r:

IVES NO ROW
.I TOTAL

I ,-,', I . ; .I
I- I '' I

... I 2 I 11 I 13, 4

BLDG ADMN I 15.4 I 84.6 I 25.0
-I I I
I 1 I 20 I '21

ELEM TCHR I 4.8 I 95.2 I 40.4
-I I r -

1 0 I 12 I 12
SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 23.1.

i.. I I I
I 0 I 6 I 6,

OTHR I . 0 I 100.0 I 11.5
'I I I

52COLUMN 3 49 .

TOTAL 5.8 94.2 100.0

B. Participation in Tilain&"
tit

IYES
I

NO ROW

TOTAL
I I I-
I I II, 2 I 11 I 13,,

BLDG ADMN I 15..4 I 84.6 I 25.0
.4 I I
I '6 I 15 I 21

ELEM TCHR .1 28.6 I 71.4 I 40.4
; I I'' I 0 I . 12 .I .12 i.

SEC kitHR
..

'. I 0 I 100.0 I "2 3. 1.
,.1

. .± . I I ;

. -., .-- . I 0 I . , 6 I ' 6
OTHR i 0- I 100,00 I 11.5

-I I
COLUMN , . `- 8 44 52.

-t . TOTAL 15.4 84.6 100.0
1

B-57.
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it

J

-4-i. "Summer Workshop: 'A Continuing Search for Human Values'"

.3s
...

1.'

4

A. Involvement in. Planning

, IYES
I
I

- - -I

r

*- 1

I

NO
JP

.1
I

! ROW'.
TOTAL

. I 1 I 12 I 13
BLDG ADMN I 7.7 I 92.3 I 250

-I I . I
7 . I 2 . I 19. I 21
XLEM TCHR ,I 9..5, I 945. I 40.4

I I I
I I 1 I 11 I 12

SEC TCHR I 8.3 I 91.7 I 23.1-I I . I /
I. 0 I 6 I 6

4 OTHR I 0 I 100.0 I 11.5
-I I I

-COLUMN 4 48 52
,TOTAL 7.7 92.3 100.0

.

B. Participation in Training , I s

. IYES NO ROW

C. I TOTAL
I I :.:x
I I I
I 1 I 12.,. I 13.

BLDG AOHN I 7.7 I .92.3 .,I ,25.0
-I I . ,,i ; .

1 7 I 14 I 21
ELEM TCHR I 33.3 I 66.7 'i 40,4..

- -I I ..4=I
,,"

I' 3 I -9-: ,I *1.2 .

I 25.0 I 75.0 ..1. 23.1
I I I
I 0 I 6 I 6-....

OTHFr I 0 I 100. 0- I, 1.1..5- -,
I I r

COLUMN 11 41 ''.`14 52
TOTAL 21.2 , 78.4 100.'0

SEC TCHR
.

B-58
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4-j. "Teacher Shelter"

A. Involvement in Planning

BLDG A

t'?

§

0 THR

IYES NO ROW
I . TOTAL
I .I I
I -I I
I 0 -I 13 I 13

DMN I -0 I 100.3 I 25.0-I -I -r
I

2
I 191 I ?I.

.TCHR I .945 I 9.0.5; I, 40.4
I I . I
I 1 I -'il. r ig

TCHR - I 8.3 I 91.7 'I 23.1-I I I
I T 6 I 6
I 0 I 100.0 -I 11.5-I I I

COLUMN 3 , 49 52
TOTAL .548 94.2 100.0

I. ..

B. Participation in Training

. TYES NO ROW
I , TOTAL-.

*-ZI
I-
I

I
I

I 2 I 11 I 13-.
BLDG ADMN I 15.4 I 84.6 I. :2.5..A-I-,

I 7
I
I 14 I 21

ELEM TCHR I 33.3 I ,66.7 I 40.4
-II 1, , I

-I I '4 I 8 I 12
SEC TCHR I 33.3 I 66.7 I 23.1 .

-1 I I
. . I 0 I 6 I 6

OTHR . I 3 I 10.0.0 I 1145_-I I I
) COLUMN 13 39! 52

TOTAL 25.0 75.1), , 100.0

.B-59
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4-1. "Leadership Lab"

A. Involvement in Planning

I , -..

IVES NO ROW

I TOTAL
I I I
I I ,I
I 3 I 10 1 13

BLDG -ADMN I 23.1 I 76.9 I 25.0
-I I -I .
I 0 I 21 I 21

ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0" I 40.4
-I I I
I 0 T 12 I .12

SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 23.1
-I I I
I 3 1 6 I 6

OTHR I 0 I 100.0 I 11.5
-I I I

COLUMN 3 49 52
TOTAL 5.8 94.2 100.0

B. Participation in Training

t
. IYES

I
I :

.NO

/ I I
ROW

TOTAL

6
I
I 6

I

I 1 I 13
51DG ADMN I 46.2 I 46.2 I 7.7 I 25.0

-I- - I I I
I 0 I 21 I 0 I 21

ELEM TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 40.4
-I I I -I
I 0 I 12 I C I 12

SEC TCHR I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 23.1
-I I I I

I- 0 I 6 I C I 6
OTHR I 0 I 100. 0 I 0 I 11.5

-I ,I I I
COLUMN 6 45 1 52

TOTAL 11.5 86.5 1.9 100.0
-,

13-61
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1

5. "Other than those listed above (item #4), how many school -based
in-service workshops did you participate-in during the past
year ?!'

.
s

I
I , [ # of workshops]
I CI 1.I 2.I 3.1. 4.I
I I I I 1 I.
I 2 I 4 I- 0 1 2 I 1 I

SLOG AOMM I 1504 I 30.8 I 0 I 15.4' I 7.7 I
-I ,. I, I I I I
I 3 I 1, I 3 I 3 I 0 I

-ELEM TCHR I 16.7 I 5.6 I 16.7 I 16.7 I 0 I-I I I I I I
.I\

SEC TCHR
I
I

5 I
41.7 I

1 I8.3 I
0 I
r: I

0 I.
0 I

5
41.7 I,

-I I I I I I
,s- I 3. d I 2 I 1 I 0 I. 0 I

OTHR I 50.0 I 33. 3 I 1E.7 I 0 I 0 I
I I I -I I =-

COLUMN 13 8 4 5. 6

TOTAL 26.5 16.3 8.2 . 10.2 . 12.2

BLDG ADMN

ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR

COLUMN

TOTAL

.

5.1
I

2 I
15.4 I

I
6 . I

33.3 I
I

0 I
0 I

1
0 I
0 I
.4- I

8
16.3'

[if of workshops]

6.1 '8. I
I I-

2 I 0 I
15.4 I 0 _I

I I
0 I 0 I
0 I 0 I

I I
0 I 1 I
0 I 8.3 I

I
0 I 0

0 I 0 I
I-

2 - i
4.1 2.0

-20.I
6' I

. 0 I
0 I

I
1 I

5.6 I
I

0 I
0- I

I
0 I

, 0 I
Ii

2.0

25.1
I

0 I
0 I'

I
1 I-

5.6 I
-- I

'0 I
. 0 I

I
0 I'
0 I

I
, 1

.2.0

ROW

TOTAL

- 13
26.5

.18
36.7

12
24.5

6
12.2 ,

1

49i
.100.0i

1
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"Select one of the workshops listed in item
and write its name on this line." [Answer

4 in which you participated
the next eight questions."-;

as they Pertain .to that workshop.]

IB
1

C 0 E H

I I -I I I I
I r I I -I J.

I 2 I --. 0 I 1 I 4 I G I
BLDG AOMN I 20.0 I. 0 I 10.0 I 40.0 I , C 7

I I --- - - - - -I I I I
I 0 I 0 I 02I 0 I 3

ELEM TCHR I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 30.0
-I I I I I I

I 0 I 0 I C I 0 I - G I
SEC TCHR I 0 I - 0 I 0 I 0 I 0

I. I I- .', I I
I 0 I 4 I 0 I flii I 0 I

OTHR I 0 1 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 0

-I I I I I
COLUMN 2 4 1 4 3

TOTAL 7.1 1,.3 3.6- 14.3. 10.7

[List of'workshops on following page]

BLOC; ADMN

ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR

COLUMN

TOTAL

I

0-
0

5
50.3

2
54.0

c-

0

0

-7

25.0

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I

i
10.0

2
20'.6

1,
25.3

0

u

4
14.3

7s

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

0

0

0

1
25.0

O'r

0

1

3,,6

L

I
I
I
I
I
I

I

I
I-
I

I

I -

%

I
2 I

.20.0 'I
I
I

0 I
I

0 I
I
I

0 I
0 I

-- I
2

7.1

ROW

TOTAL

10
35.7

10
35.7

4
1.4.3

4
14.3

28
10010

. B-63
.
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42

Workshops Participated in by START Respondents

B. First Vice Principals Gathering
it

C. Nurses' Inservice

D. Summer Institute 1975

E; Administrators Conference at A silomar

H. Guided"Self-Analysis at Brookfield School

1. ttSummer Workshop: A Continuing Search for Human Values"

J. Teacher Shelter

K. Outdoor Education Enthusiasts

L. Leadership Lab

,_ B-64:



- 6-a. `"To what extent were presentations of the training effective?"

ROW

I

I
iner

;:.'

I I

TOTAL
I

fec- a little mostly extremely
. 3-ctive

I
effective, effective, effective, effectiye

I . 2 I 0 .1 1 I 1 I 6 I 10 3.9jr4LOG AOMN I 201,0 I 0 '1 10.0. I 10.0 I 600 I 34.5
- I iI I I I 1
I 0 I 0 I' 3 I 5 I . 4 I 12 .

ELEM .TCHR . -1.
r.

0 I 0 I 25.0 I 41.7 I 33.3 I 41.4 4.1
- 1 I I - -- I I I
I 0 I / 1. I 1 I 2 I 4

I SEC_ TCHR 1 0 'I 25.0 I.' 0 I '25.0 I 50.0 I 13.8 4.0
. -I , I I I - - -I I

I 0 I 0 I G I 0 I .,..., .3 I 3 5.0
OTHR I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 100.0 I 10. 3

- I ,I I -7 I 4 I
%,-

I
COLUMN 2 1. .... 4 7 .1-5 ., 29
TOTAL 6.9 .3, 4 13..8 24.1: 4.1

....
51.4 100.0

Ow .0, 00 00

1.7

-1.2

a

6-b. "Rate the quality of the material presented in the training."'

I

I
Poor

I
Fair

I I . I-
Good

- I 2 I 0 I 1
BLDG AOMN I. 20.0 I 0 I 10.0

/., -I I' I

V1 0 "1 2 I 3
ELEM TCHR I 0 I 16.7 I 25.0

I I I .

'I 0 I i -I 0

SEC TCHR, I 0 I 25.0 I
,,
4

I I'' I
-4,

I 0 I 0 I 0

OTHR' I t) I .0 .1 C

-I I4 I --4
i

.COLUMN 3 4
TOTAL , 6.9 10. 3 13.8

/

I I r .

'Very
Good. Superior

ROW a

TOTAL

X sd
V 4 I 3 I 1.0

I 40.0 I 30.0 I 34.5. .3.6. 1.5

-I I ... I.

I 3 I 4 -4 I 12
I 25.0 I 33.3 I 41.4 3.8 1.1
I I I
I
I

0

0
II 3

7.0
°I

I'

4 X4.2 1:5

I . I I

I 0 1 3 I 3 5.0 0. 0
I 0 I 100.0 I 10.3
I I I

7

24.
13

44.8
.. 29 3.9100.0 1.3

B-65
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6-c. , "To what extent were the workshop goals achieved?"

,

BLDG AD4N
L

I

I
Not at all!,

I 2 I

I 20.0 I

-I I

Some,

0

0

I 1 I 1

ELEM TCHR I 8.3 I 8.3
I I

I 0 I 1

SEC .TCHR I 0 I 25.0
-I I

I 0 1 i
OTHR I 0 I 0

-I I

COLUMN 3 2

TOTAL 10.3 . 6.9

About half I Mostly 11 Totally
I

I 2 I 5 I 1

I 20.0 I 50.0 I 10.0
I I I

I 4 I 2 I 4

I 33.3 I 16.7 I 33.3
I I 5I

I 0 I 1 I 2

I 0 I 25.0- I 50.0
-I I I

I 0 I 2 I 1.

I 0 I' 66.7 I 33.3
I I I

ROW
TOTAL

1
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
k .t
I

I

10

34.5

12
41.4

4

13.8

3

10.3

X

3.3

3.6

4. 0

-N

4. 3

6 10 8 29
20.7 34.5 27.6 100.0 3.6

1. 3

14

3

1. 3

"To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some
need or problem of yours?"

.BLOG AOMN

ELEM TCHR

-SEC TCHR

OTHR

T "t" T

:,

COLUMN,
TOTAL

I

I Not at all About halt
I

I 2 I . 2 I

I 22.2 I 22.2 I

....I I

I 1 I 4 I

I 8.3 I 33.3 I

-I I I

I 0 I 1 I

I 0 I 25.0 I

-I I I
I -

0 I' 0 I
I 0 I 0 I

-I I I
,13 7 ,

10.7 25.0

Mostly ' Totally
1,4 I

4 2 I 3

22.2 I 33.3
I

3 I 4

25.0 I 33.3
I

2 I 1

50.0 I 25.0
I --

1 I 2

33.3 I 66.7
I

8 10

28.6 35.7

I

I

I

I

I

.I

'I

I

I

I

I

I

I

'

ROW
TOTAL

9

32.1.

12
42.9

4

14.3

3

10.7

28
100.0

3.4

3.8

4.0

4 . 7

3.8

ad,

sd

1.6

1.2

.8

. 6,

1.3

a
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A

6-e. 0 "Does that problem or need still exist ?"

IYES
I

NO ROW
TOTAL

I I I I.

1 I I

I 8 I 1 I .9

BLDG AOMN I' 88.9 I 11.1 I 34.6
-I I I

I 6 I 4 I 10

ELEM TCHR I 60.0 I 40.0 I 38.5
-I
I 2

I
I 2

I,
I' 4

SEC TCHR I 50.0 I 50.0 I 15.4
-I I .- I

I 3 I 0 I ,3
OTHR , I.100.0 I 0 I 11.5

-I I I

COLUMN 19 7 '26
'TOTAL , 73.1 26.9 100.0

6-f. "Would you want moreTtraining dealing with the same problem or, area ?"

IVES.. NO ROW

I TOTAL
I. ,/

I I I

I 9 I 0 I 9

BLOG AOMN I 100.0 I -0 I 34.6
-I I -I

I 9 I 1 I. TO

ELEM TCHR I 90.0 I 10.0 I 38.5
-I
I 2 I 2 I - 4

SEC TCHR I 50.0 I 501.0 I 15.4

I 3 I , 0 "3
OTHR I 100.1N I= I 115

1
4

COLUMN 23 3 26
TOTAL 88.5 11.5 100.0

4 B-67 's
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:6-g. "Would you want more kr'aining in' sOme other area ? "_.

1

le

IYES'), NO ROW
- I ' TOTAL

I I I
I I -I
I 9 I 0 I 9

BLDG AOMN I 100.0 I 0 I, 36.0
I, . I I/ 7 I 3 I 1C

EtEM TCHR I 70.0 I 30.0 I 40.0
I I I
I 3 I 1 I 4

SEC TCHR I- 75.0 I 25.0 I 16.0
-I I I
I 2 I -0 I 2

OTHR . I 100.0 -I -0 I 8.0
I -I I

COLUMN s 21 4 25
TOTAL 84.0 16.0 1000

..

6-h. "Rate the extent to which you have implemented in your classroom
the practices provided to you at the workshop."

ROW
I TOTALImplemen.tefl Imple- rimplementeciimplementeppleinentei
Inoue tainted fel some meal. all
I 2 I 0 I 2 -' I 4 I 1

ROG 'AMIN I' 22:2 I. 0 I 22.2 I 44.4 I. 11.1_ I
-I I I I I

I 0 I 0 I 3' I P,_ 3 I 3 I 9
ELEM TCHR I 0 I 0 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 36.0

...I I.. I I Iv I
I 0' I 1 I 0 I 2 I 1 I 4

SEC TCHR I- 0 I- 25.0 I 0 I 50.0 I 25.0 a 16.0
-I I I "I I I
I, 0 I ' 0 I 1 I 1 I 1 I 3

OTHR I 0 I. 0' I 33.3 I 33.3 I 33.3 I 12.0
41 -I I. I I I I

COLUMN 2 -1 . 6 10 6 25
TOTAL ' 8.0 4.0 240 )40.0 24.0 100.0

(1 -

'36.0

B-68 ,



6-i. "As a

ti

result of your'participation in the above workshop, are you
More aware of related activities in your district?"

. IVES
I

NO .ROW
TOTAL

'I I I

I I I

I ..) 8 I 2 I- 1C
BLDG ADMN I 80.0 I 20f0 I 37.0

-I .I I

I 8 I 2 I 10
ELEM TCHR I 80.0 I 20.0 I 37..0

-I I I
I 4 I 0 I 4

SEC TCHR I 100.0 I 0 I 14.8
-I I I
I 3 r - 0' I - 3

OTHR I 100.4 I 0 I 11.1

COLUMN % 23 4
*op,

27
TOTAL 85.2 14.8 100.0

6-j. "As a result of your participation in the'above workshop, do you
think communication between individuals has been facilitated ?"

.

IVES
I

NO ROW

. TOTAL
I .I '.I

I I I'

. I 8 I 2 1 40
BLDG ADMN 'I 8090 I 20.0 I 38.5

5, -I ,

I 7

I

I 43

I

I AO
ELEM TCHR I 70.0 I , 30.0 I 38.5

-I I I
I 3 I 0, I 3

SEC TCHR I 100.0 I 0 I 11.5-I I I
I 3' I 0 I 3

OTHR I 100.0 I 0, I 11.5-I I I ,

COLUMN - 21 5 26
TOTAL 80.8 19.2, 100.0
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7. "Select one 3f the workshops listed in item # 4 which you helped Elan
a'nd write its name below." [Answer the next six questions-as they
pertain to this workshop:) -

./ Ie C4

I I
I I

-

I.
I

E H44r

,I
I

.I
I

I . 2 I , li 1 .1' I 1 I
SLOG AOMN I 33.3 I 0 I 16:7 I' 16.7 I

-I I r. I I I
I 0. I 0 .I ' 0 I 0 I

El-EH TCHR I 0 I`
-I I

0 I
I

_o I
I

0 I
I

. , 1 11 8 I 0 I 0 I 0 I (Continued below)

SEC TCHR . I 0 I 0 I 0 - I 0 I'I"I I I I
I .. 0' I 2 1 )3 I 0 I

01 IR '44 I 0 I 100.0 I 0 I 0 It
I I -I I I

COLUMN 2 2 1 1

TOTAL 18.2 18.2 -9.1 9.1

O

I

,a

J

*I
I.
I

-

1

.1(

.I
I
1

L

I
I

0 1

.

1

ROW

TOTAL
. I
II, 6

BbLG ADMN - . 0, I 16.7 I. 0 I 16.7 I 54.5
I - I I, ;:

i 'I ' i I - I, 0 I 2

'ELM TCHR 50.0 I 50.0 I 0 .- I 0 L' 18.2
I , . I I I

SEC TCHR
0

O

f
I

0

0

I
I

i I
100.; I

0
0

I 1
I 9.1

- I I I I
0 Iv 0 'I 0 I' 0 I 2

OTHR
0 I 0 I 0 I' 0 I '18.2

I .I I I
CQLUMN

1

9.1
2

18.2
1

9.1
1

9.1..
11

100.0
TOTAL

..4

..4
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.7-a. "In which of the following areas did you'participate A planning?"

YES' NO

ft

Thru' Meetings

Bld. Adm. 4 .3
57.1 42.9

Elem. Tchr. 2

66.7 33.3

Sec. Tchr. 1

100.1

0

0

Other 1

100.0

0

Q

Thru. Consultants

Bldg. Adm. 6

85:7 14.3

Elem. Tchr: 2

66.7 33.3

Sec. Tchr. 0
0 100.0

Other
100.0

0

0

k

YES 'No

Thru' Memoranda

Bldg. Adm.' 2

28.6

5

71.4

Elem. Tchr. 1

33.3

2

66.7

'Sec. Tchr. . 0

0 100.0

Other 1 0

0 100.0

Thru' Other Means.
Bldg. Admin. 2

28.6

5

71.4

Elem. Tchr. 1

33.3

2

66.7

Sec. Tchr. 0

0 100.0

Other 1

50.0
1 p

50.0

7-b. "To what extent as your input inborPorated in the final plari?"

BLDG ADMN

ROW
TOTAL

/Abou't haTI Mostly I Totally-- I

I

I .
-

0 I 0 I -4 I 3 I 7
I a,:(t I. 0 I 57.1 I 42.9 I 58.3

- I --41:!?" I I " I I
. 1 70,, 1 o 1 o I , 2.- I 2-

ELEH TCHR I 0/ I 0 I 0 I 100.0 I 16.7
-I * I - )--- I I ,-- 1
L 0 I .1 I 0 I 0 1

SEC TCHR I 0- t too.; I -0,-eI7- 0 I 8:3.
I -I I.; 7- . I . I
I - i -___I- _ -o-,-,--I -__, i I '- o , I 2

OTHR I 50.0 I-, 0____1,---50.,0- 'I .. 0 I 16.7
-I :I ..,--." I.- --0.--- I -. -,=--I

coup4N, 1 -, , ..,....-L. - -5 5 12
TOTAL .8-.3 8:.,3 -41.7 417 100.0

C
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/'
,

7-c. "Do you thinls_that thWtYpe of planning is productive?"
//

/'
,

ROG AOMN
-

'
EL EM TCHR I

e

SEC TCHR

COLUMN
TOTAL

I

1
I I

MatILY Y. 1 IWALLY'

ROW

TOTAL

Tc sd
I 2 I 5 ... I 7
I 28.6 I '' 71.4 I 58.3 4.1 .5
I I I
I 3 I 2 I 2

-O.3 I 10'0.0 I 16.7 5.0 0
-I I I

I 0 I 1 I 1
I 3 I 10C. 0 I 8,3 5. 0.0

-I I I
I 1 I 1 'I 2
I 50.0 I 50.0 I 16.7 4.5

-I ---- - - - - -I
3

25.0
9

75.0 ,
12

100.0 4.

AO/

OTHR

\'.

.77

1 \ 1,

t

"As a result of this planning experience, are you better prepared
r. I to plan staff'developinent activities ?"

BLDG AOMN

'ELEM TCHR

SEC TCHR

OTHR

.COLUMN
TOTAL

ROW

I Little more Consider.i Much ',bettett TOTAL

Ere2ared &ore 2seEi prepared' i''' ,

I 3 I ' 4, I `3. I 7
I 0 I 57.1 I 42.9 .I 58.3-I I I -
I 3 I 2 I' 0 1, 2
I 3 I 100.0 1 C I 16..7-I I I I
I 0 I. 1 I 0 I . , 1
I 3 I 100.0 I 0 I 8.3I I I l I
I -2 )-1I, 0 I

I.,
0 I

1,6.;I 1000""-I.- 0 I 0 I-I I I I
2 7 3 12

16.7 58.3 25.0 100.0

4.4

4. 0

4.0

2.0

.5.

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.0

B-72
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7-e. "Asa result of these plannin: activities, age you more aware
of training activities conduct _d in your district?"

r
'YESI

I 6
BLDG AOMN I 8,5.7

- I

I `1
ELEM TCHR .

: -r 1 50.0,
-I

I 1
SEC TCHR 1 100.0

I

I 1
OTHR I 50.0

- I
.

COLUMN 9
TOTAL 75.0

II
I

, NO.

i .

'ROW
TO`TAL

I
I

I 7

I 14.A, I 58.3
I k '

1 I 2
50.0 I 16.7

I I
0`' I 1

I 0 I 8.3
I .1
I \ 1 .' I . 2
I 50.0 1 16.7
I I

,3 12
. '25.'0 100.0

Doi

7 -f. "As a resyilt of these planning activities, do you think
communication between educators across districts has been
facilitated?"

ROW
I TOTAL
I

I
YES I

I
.NO I

I

I 6 I 1 I 7
BLDG ADMN I 85.7 I 14.3 I 53.8

-I I I
I 2 I / I 3

ELEM TCHR I 66.7 I 33.3 1 23.1
-I I I

I 1 I 0 I 1
SEC TCHtk I 1.00.3 I 0 I 7.7

-I I -I
I 2 I 0 I 2

OTHR I

I

1C0.0 I

I
, 0 I

,..1
15:14

COLUMN 11 2 13
TOTAL 84.6 15.4 . 100.0
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